1919.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

3075

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan: Petlﬂonotﬂameﬂrea‘k!.oml,

No. 235, N. F. P. E,, urging increase in pay for postal clerks; to |

the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of 62 citizens-of Michigan to repeal tax on pat-
:(irnt and proprietary medicines; to the Committee on Ways and

enns.

By Mr. SUMMERS of Washington: Petition of Charles B

Hicks, of Endicott, Wash, and others, asking repeal of the
“gtamp act™ as it particularly affects the sale of drugs, medi-
cines, toilet preparations, ete.; to the Commitiee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. WINSLOW : Petition of citizens of Worcester, Mass,,
in re passage of House bill 6810, a bill to prohibit mtoxienti:ag
beverages, etc.; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE.

Tuurspay, July 24, 1919.

The Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Almighty God, we thank Thee for coming more and more out
of the shadow into the glorious light and life of the new day.

~ The motives that Thou dost appeal to are the strength of life,

The influences of Thy grace constitute life's glory. The revela-
tions of Thy will are the deep and abiding purpose of the living.
Grant us this day the influence of Thy spirit that we may dis-
charge as men of God the duties that are upon us. For Christ’s
sake. Amen. ’

On request of Mr. BraxpeGeg, and by unanimons consent, the
reading of the Journal of yesterday's proceedings was dispensed
with and the Journal was approved.

RECLAMATION PROJECTS.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate a
communication from the Secretary of the Interior, which will
be read.

The Secretary read as follows:

DEP\RI“%I;;}"B'“‘ 1 <f tyza 19
gton, Ju 1919,
To the Benate:

Threugh your Secretary, under date of July 17, I am in receipt of
cu%r of a resolution, 8. Res. 123,

'he resolution calls for a large amount of infermation regarding
demgln!o! the work of the Reclamation SBervice which wﬂl take some
weeks to secu

The matter will be taken in hand at once, and report made as requested
as soon as possitle,
Cordially, yours, Fraxsrix K. Laxe,
Beeret
Uxs1TED STATES BENATE,
uMuo:ou, D. .
CURRENCY IN CIBECULATION (8. DOC. NO. 59).

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate a
communication from the Secretary of the Treasury, which avill
be read.

The Secretary read as follows: :

"' TREASURY DEPARTMENT,

Washington, July 22, 1919
The PresStpENT OF THE UXNITED Snnq BExATE,
lngtou,D .
; In complia-nce with a resoiuﬂon of the Semate a.t the United
Statcﬁ of Julg 8, 1919, transmitted to me by the Becretary of the
under date of July 9, I submit :ne roliowi
Under the act approved 03 commnnly known as the
Mdrich-g?reelnud Act, :sameéni 19’1'1&?"“1 %ﬂcg&“5 :11
issu efhmm% on_ Aungust 4, n ameun i ot
,this additional circulation was retired befo
'year 1915. Authorlﬂ for the issue of mlch addlﬂmml or emu‘genqy
currency expired by tatlr.-n on June 30, 1915,
No emergency currency has issued by the Federal reserve banks,
However, such banks bave issued Federal bank notes and Fed-
eral reserve notes in accordance with the provisions of law and unoer

the general supervision of the Federal d. None were
standing Aungust 1, 1914. The amounts of such netes in circulation on
‘July 1, 1019, were :

1Fadaral reserve bank neies $163, 682,.6006
Tederal reserve notes -— 2,493,992, 462

The Treasu;{ Departmmt has nn intention, nor, 1he
to retire or wi from cireulation

indeed,
any thereof, nor, 15 I am
fhastheli‘ederalitmmlloard. The Federal Reserve
vised to create an elastic currency which would expan
{automatically in accordance with the requirements of business.
reduction in the amounts of Federal reserve notes outstanding will
kaccordnnce therewith. Federal reserve bamk motes, for tha most part,
‘have been issued to replace silver certificates cumled nd retired in
"aceordance with the provisions of the act of April 28, 19
1 transmit herewi the Treasury t {ﬂruhttgﬁ

ower,

Dﬁpm'tmea
Statunant ror August 1, lﬁ?{ and July 1, 1919, shewing the amonnt
money of the Umnited States in ciremlafion on the regeddva dates.
Data are mot available In the 4 with respeet the amount
gl' money in eircnlation in the Territories and possessions of the United
tates.

Respecifully, CapTER GLASS,
f Eeeretary of the Treasury,
The VICE PRESIDENT. The comimunication and accom-
PR+ 11 TN N er will lie on the table for the present and be printed.

U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

MESBAGE FROM THE HOUSE,

A from the House of Representatives, by D. K. Hemp-
stead, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House agrees to
the amendments of the Benate to the bill (H. R. T413) making
appropriations for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal
| ¥ear ending June 30, 1920.

The message also announced that the House agrees to the cons
current resolution of the Senate to print 50,000 copies of the
treaty with Germany in the English text alone, and without
maps, with amendments, in which it requested the concurrence
of the Senate.

‘The message further announced that the House had passed a
bill (H. R. 3754) to amend sections 8 and 21 of the copyright act,
.ﬁhpprgvedtgmmh 4, 1909, in which is requested the concurrence of

e senate,

ENROLLED RBILL EBIGXED.

‘The message also anneunced that the Speaker of the House
had signed the enrolled bill {(H. R. 7418) making appropriations
for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending
| June 30, 1920, and it was thereupon signed by the Vice President,

CALLING OF THE ROLL.
Mr. BRANDEGEE obtained the floor.
Mr, SMOOT. I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll
The Secretary callecl the roll, and the following Senaters an-
swered to their names

Asghurst France Lenroot ril
Ball Gay Lo Bm%pﬁaArls.
Bankhead Gronna Hc%ﬁmﬂck
Beckham Hale MeCnmber &mith, 3. C.
Brandegee Harding Me¢Kellar Smoeot

o o ‘is Moses Spéncer
Chamber! Harrison Nelson Btanley
Culberson Henderson New Sterlin
Cummins Hitcheoek Newberry Sutherland
Curtis dohnsen, Calif, Norris Swanson
Dial Jones, N. Mex. Nugent Thomas
Dillingham Kellogg Overman Trammeil
Edge Kenyon Page Underwood
Eikins Ki¥ Phipps Walsh, Mont.
Fall Kh%y Poindexter ‘Warren
Fernald Enox Pomerens Watson
Fletcher La Follette Robinson w

| Mr. SHEPPARD. The Senator from Wpyoming {Mr. Kex-
prick] is necessarily detained from the Senate,

Mr. KING. I wish to announce that the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Sxrrra]. the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Joms-
sox], and the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Warsu] are
detained on official business.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-eight Senators have re-
sponded. There is a4 quornm present.

TREATY WITH FRANCE.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, as a member of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Belations, T ask the indulzgence of the Senate
for about 10 minutes to make a stntement regarding a matter
that I think is of comsiderable importance in relation to the
| pending treaty, if T may have the consent of the Senate 1o do so.

The VIOH PRESIDENT. Is there any objection? The Chair
| hears none, and the Senator from Connecticut will proceed.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, on July 10 the President

before the Senate and made the following statement.
I read from page 2339 of the Coxcressioxar Recorp, He said:

1 shall presen have occasion to lay before you a special treaty with
Franee whose ob, t is the tempora & protection of France from un-
wer with whom this treaty of peace has

k it with this treaty. take the liberty,
se of fts importance, for speclal explica-

'hm:rer. el'
tion on aneot ocuxion .

I recelved this morning through the mail a publication enti-
tled Harvey's Weekly. There is an article on the first page of
that publication entitled * President Wilson violates his own
treaty.” I will read itz

“ Does President Wilson regard the Franco-American treaty
as g mere scrap of paper? If not, why did he deliberately vio-
late one of its most important provisions within a fortnight
after he, as * President of the United States,” and Mr. Lansing,
as ‘ Secretary of State of the United Btates, attached their
official signatures to the agreement?

“That he did that very thing there can be no question.
Article 4 of the treaty reads:

present treo.ty vﬂl be submitted to the Benate of the United
Btates at the same time as the treaty of Versailles is submitted to the
Benate for its adviee anﬂ wnoe:ut to ratifieation.

“ Submitted by whom? By the President himself, of course,
whe alone is empowered to submit treaties, who alone with the
SBecretary of State has a right te sigm them, and who with
the Secretary of State did sign this one.  Amd it was as * Presi-
dent of the United States of Americat ' that hie entered into this
engagement with the duly authorized representatives of the
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French Republic and gave in writing, under the great seal of
this honorable Nation, that solemn pledge.

“Did he keep it? He did not. This is what he said and
all he said respecting the treaty on July 10, when he submitted
the treaty of Versailles to the Senate:

“T ghall presently have occasion to lay before you a s%eda‘l treaty
with France, whose object is the temporary protection of France from
unprovoked aggression by the power with whom this treaty of peace
has been negotlated. Its terms link it with this treaty. take the
liberty, however, of reserving it for special explication on another
occasion.

“He did not submit the treaty; he did not divulge its terms;
he did not even summarize it; he simply took the liberty’ of
violating it.

“YWhy? There must have been some reason for the incor-
poration of that particular provision in the France-American
treaty. There is none such in the Franco-British treaty,
wherein article 4 provides merely that ‘ the present treaty shall
before ratification by His Majesty be submitted to Parliament
for approval,’ not coincidently with the submission of the
treaty of Versailles nor at any other specified time,

“ How can this marked difference be accounted for? We can
" only conjecture, of course, but it is surely a fair presumption

that the provision was not inserted at the instigation of the

President, who would hardly have gone out of his way to bind

himself unnecessarily to do a certain thing upon a certain day.

Seemingly, then, the idea must have originated in the French

Government.

“ But why should M. Clemenceau have desired so particularly
that the two treaties should be placed before the Senate simulta-
neously? Again we can only guess, but is it not reasonable to
surmise that he, being aware of the coequal treaty-making
powers of the Senate, felt that all interests, especially those of
France, would best be served by presenting to that body both
agreements as embodied in the two treaties at one and the same
time, and thus enable it to consider and act upon each with full
knowledge of what the other contained?

* Such procedure would possess at least the merit of frankness
and open dealing and could not fail to impress the Senate favor-
ably. It seems strange that the premier should not have taken
for granted that the President would take this natural course,
but being old and wise and prudent he apparently preferred to
take no chances; so he put it in black and white, and the Presi-
dent signed the commitment.

“Why he subsequently broke his pledge is a matter of specu-
lation. Perhaps he feared that one of the treaties might run
crosswise to the other, or that the Senate might think that if
one were ratified the other need not be. Then there was the
question of the need of a special pact if the league were anything
more than a shell, Discussion, involving close analyses and
striking contrasts, at any rate would better be averted if pos-
sible; so all of M. Clemenceau’s painstaking caution went for
naught, and the presentation of full information to the Senate
which he thought was assured was not made after all.

“QOr it may be that there were things in the separate treaty
itself which the President thought would better not be revealed
at the moment. In any case, to the best of our knowledge, it
has not yet been published in this country, which seems strange,
if we are correctly informed that it has appeared in England,
in view of the enterprise of our great newspapers in promptly
presenting to their readers the texts of documents of such
obvious importance, unless, of course, prevented by the censor.

* Anyhow, here it is:

*“Whereas the United States of America and the French Republic are
equally animated by the desire to malintain the peace of the world
so happily restored by the treaty of peace signed at Versailles the
258th day of June, 1919, putting an end to the war begun by the
sga:resslondot the German Emplre and ended by the defeat of that

OWer ; an

o “‘Eeren.s the United States of America and the French Republic are
fully persuaded that an unprovoked movement of aggression by Ger-
many nfalnst France would not only violate both the letter and the
spirit of the treaty of Versallles which the United States of

merica and the French Republic are parties, thus exposin,
anew to the intolerable burdens of an unprovoked war, but that
such aggression on the part of Germany would be and is so regarded
by the treaty of Versallles as a hostile act agalnst all the powers
signatory to that trcaq and as calculated to disturb the peace of
the world by Involving inevitably and directly the States of Europe
and indirectly, as experience has amply and unfortunately demon-
strated, the world at large ; and

“Whereas the United States of America and the French Republic fear
that the stipulations relating to the left bank of the Rhine con-
tained in the said treaty of Versailles may not at first provide ade-
%nate securlty and protection to France, on the one hnm{i‘and the

nited States of America, ns one of the signatories of the treaty

of Versailles, on the other : Therefore
“The Unlted States of America and the French Republic having decided
1o conclude a treaty to effect these necessary purposes, row Wilson,
President of the United States of America, and Robert Lansing, Secre-
authorized thereto by the
lemenceau, president of the

France

tary of State of the United States, speciall
President of the United States, and Georges

council, minister of war, and Stéphen Pichon, minister of foreign affairs,
mctalf authorized thereto by Raymond Polnecaré, President of the
nch Republie, have agreed upon the following articles :
“ARTICLE 1.

“In case the following stipulations relating to the left bank of the
Rhine contained in the treaty of peace with Germany signed at Ver-
gailles the 28th day of June, 1919, by the British Empire, the French
Re?uhllc, and the United States of America among other powers :

“*ART. 42. Germany 1s forbidden to maintain or construet any forti-
fications elther on the left bank of the Rbine or on the right bank to
the west of a line drawn B0 kilometers to the east of the Rhine,

‘“‘ART. 48. In the area defined above the maintenance and assembly
of armed forces, either permanently or temporarily, and military
maneuvers of any kind, as well as the upkeep of all permanent works
for mobilization, are in the same way forbidden.

“iART. 44. In case Germany violates In any manner whatever the
provisions of articles 42 and 43, she shall be regarded as committing
a hostile act against the powers si tory of the present treaty and
as calcalated to disturb the peace of the world '—

“ may not at first provide adequate security and protection to France,
the United States of America shall be bound to come immediately to
her assistance in the event of any unprovoked movement of aggression
against her being made by Germany.

* ARTICLE 2.

“ The present treaty, in similar terms with the treaty of even date
for the same purpose concluded between the French Relpubllc and
Great Britain, a copy of which treaetg is annexed hereto, will only come
into force when the latter is ratified.

““ ARTICLE 3.

“The present treaty must be submitted to the council of the league
of nations and must be recognized by the councll, acting, if neﬂl%e
by a majority, as an engsa, ent which is consistent with the covenan
of the le’ﬁ{:e; it will continue In force until, on the apptcation of one
of the parties to if, the council, acting, if need be, by a majority, agrees
that the league itself affords sufficlent protection.

“ ARTICLE 4.

“ The present treaty will be submitted to the Senate of the United
States at the same time as the treaty of Versailles is submitted to the
Senate for its advice and consent to ratification. It will be submitted
before ratification to the French Chamber of Deputles for approval.
The ratifications thereof will be exchanged on the deposit of ratifica-
tions of the treaty of Versailles at Paris, or as soon thereafter as shall
be possible,

“The Franco-British treaty is substantially identical, with
the exception that, instead of being ‘bound to come immedi-
ately ' to the assistance of IFrance, like the United States, she
merely ‘agrees to come immediately.” Great Britain exempts
all of her dominions from any obligation * unless it is approved
by the parliament of the dominion concerned,’ and makes it a
condition of her agreement ‘ that a similar obligation is entered
into by the United States of America,’ whereas the Franco-
American treaty contains no such proviso as to the participa-
tion of Great Britain.

“We take pleasure in affording the Senate of the United
States an opportunity to inspect this transeript of the Franco-
American treaty, pending the arrival of the original, and we
can not deny to it the additional privilege of meditating upon
its amazingly quick violation by the President of the United
States, who negotiated and executed it.”

During the reading of the French treaty by Mr. BRANDEGEE,

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President——

Mr. BRANDEGEE. 1 prefer not to be interrupted.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Will the Senator merely answer a ques-
tion? ;

Mr. BRANDEGEHR. Provided it does not go into the IREcorp.
I do not want the reading of the treaty to be interrupted. I will
answer the Senator at any other time, I will answer him now
if he does not want it to go into the Recorp.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. 1 wish to know where the Senator got
his copy of the treaty and whether it is an authentic copy. I
hold in my hand an authentic copy, and it does not seem to
conform with what the Senator is reading.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Of course I am not vouching for this
copy. 1 am reading from an article which appeared in the
public press. If it is false, it ought to be denied. If the man
has lied about it, he ought to be punished. If it is true, some
other course ought to be taken.

Also before the conclusion of the reading by Mr. BRANDEGEE,
n message was received from the President of the United States,
by Mr. Sharkey, one of his secretaries.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Probably that is the authentic copy.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will state to the Senator
that it is.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I see that it is sealed, while what I am
reading is not; it is open. s

After concluding the reading,

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, the Committee on Foreign
Relations and the Senate itself have passed several resolutions
asking for information during the pendency of the peace treaty.
No response whatever has been made to any of those requests.
The President said to us that the Franco-American treaty and the
peace treaty were linked together. If that is so, they ought to
have been considered together.
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The VICIH PRESIDENT. The Chair deems it but just to
state to the Senator from Connecticut that the Chair was mis-
taken about the nature of the treaty.

Mr, BRANDEGEE. Is it a matter of executive business?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is a matter of executive busi-
ness, but it is not the treaty.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Then, of course, I will not inquire what
it is. It appears, however, that I have not performed a work of
supererogation entirely.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, may I make an inquiry of
theé Chair?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Now I yield to the Senator from Ne-
braska.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I did not understand the statement of the
Chair. :

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair stated that the message
of the President was not with reference to this matter.

Mr. HITCHCOCEK. It is not as te this treaty?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is not as to this treaty.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr, President, I hope the Senator from
Nebraska will put in the authentic copy later on. I have no
doubt he has it.

When the President returned to this country last February he
was kind enough to entertain the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions at the White House. I had the pleasure of enjoying his
hospitality and spent a very pleasant evening. During the
course of that interview he stated that there had been four
plans for a league of nations before the peace commission—a
French plan; an Italian plan, which was, as he said, not so much
in detail, but a mere skeleton plan; an American plan; and a
British plan. Upon invitation, I took the liberty of asking him
what became of the American plan, and he stated that it was
laid aside. I asked him what plan was adopted, and he said
the British plan; or perhaps he said, * Well, when I say the
British plan, there was a plan proposed by Gen. Smuts, which
was before the commission, and that was the substance of the
plan we adopted, with some modifications.”

I want to be perfectly fair about this statement. I do not
think because it was a British plan that necessarily it was a bad
plan at all; it may be the best that could have been devised, but
I am stating what the President sald. There was nothing confi-
dential about it. I asked him if the American plan, which he
had proposed to the commission, had been made public. He
said it had not. I asked him if he saw any objection to having
it printed and made public. He said he saw no objection. I
then sald I hoped that that would be done.

Well, in two or three days the President went back to Europe
again. The Secretary of State also was in Europe. So I wrote
to Mr. Frank L. Polk, who is a dear friend of mine and a splendid
official, and I asked him if he would send me a copy of the so-
called American plan to which the President had referred. Mr.
Polk was away, being overworked, as most of us have been, by
duties imposed upon us by the war and the attempt to make
peace. After about 10 days I received this letter from him:

THE COUNSELOR FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, April 18, 1919.

My Dear SENATOR BRANDEGEE: In my absence Mr. Phillips ac-
knowledged your letter to me of April 3, reporting your conver-
sation with the President on February 27 and requesting that a
copy of the American plan of the league of nations be furnished
to you, so that you may know what our representatives at the
peace conference had recommended and that the plan may be
made public.

A cablegram was sent to the mission on this subject, explain-
ing that the department had not yet received a copy of the
American plan to which you referred. I have to-day received
a reply from the American mission stating that coples of the
American plan will be brought back at the time of the return of
the President and the mission to the United States.

The department has no copies of this plan, as the files of
the peace mission are being kept together in Paris until the
conclusion of the conference, and in the meantime the depart-
ment is not receiving the draft proposals presented to the vari-
ous committees and subcommittees.

Yours, sincerely,
Frank L. Porx.

The Hon. FRANK B. BRANDEGEE,

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

That is a perfectly straightforward and sufficient answer to
me, so far as the State Department is concerned; but since
the President has returned the Senate has passed a resolution
asking for the American plan. We get no attention paid to it
whatever ; no response has been made to any request either of
the Committee on Foreign Relations or of the Senate for
information,

The President, having exercised his perfectly constitutional
function of negotiating a treaty, appeared liere and presented
it to the Senate, his partner in the treaty-making power of this
Nation. He made his argument in favor of it. He has per-
formed his constitutional function, in my opinion. If he has
anything more to say, he can appear before the Senate at any
time and will always be courteously received. Ile can, of
course, appear either in person or by his representatives before
any committee of either or both branches of Congress, and will
always be politely and courteously and gladly received; but,
having tried his case before the jury, before the Senate, as his
equal copartner in the treaty-making power, now he sends for
the individual jurymen and wants to argue with each one of
them separately. It is the Senate of the United States that
is the partner of the Executive in the treaty-making power;
and if there is any information further than what he conveyed
I think he ought to come before the Senate and advise the
Senate of it, or, at least, before the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, if he desires so to do. I think the country is entitled
to this information; I think, before it ean properly give con-
sideration to this great treaty, which has been called “the
establishment of new world orders,” that the Senate and the
people of America are entitled to more information than the
mere ipse dixit of the President of the United States.

Mr. President, as I have said, this treaty has been published
in London and Paris; it has been laid before the French Cham-
ber of Deputies with article 4 in it, a part of the consideration
upon which the French Government signed the treaty with us
that it should be presented to the Senate at the same time the
treaty of Versailles was presented.

Mr. LODGE. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT, Does the Senator from Connecticut
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I do.

Mr. LODGE. Would it interrupt the Senator if I should make
a brief statement?

Mr, BRANDEGEE. Not at all.

Mr, LODGE. When the Senator from Connectient showed
me this article before the assembling of the Senate, it seemed
to me inconceivable that the fourth article should be there.
I presumed the editor, Col. Harvey, was very accurate and
careful, but it seemed to me simply inconceivable, I saw a
copy of the London Times, which contains the fourth article
as it appeared in the White Book, which was laid before the
House of Commons, but I could not get a copy from private
hands. However, at the c¢lub I found a copy of the French
paper Le Figaro.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. A Paris paper?

Mr. LODGE. A Paris paper, Le Figaro, of July 3, and on the
§ront page appears an article headed *“ Guarantee of the peace.”

t says:

Yesterday there was laid upon the table of the chamber the text of
the pact or treaty of guaranty between France, the United States, and
Great Britain, signed on the 28th of last June. It is as follows—

The date of the paper is the 3d of July, and the treaty ivas
laid before the Chamber of Deputies on the 2d day of July. The
paper then gives the two treaties in full. I find the fourth arti-
cle as follows—I will read it in French, so that there can be
no mistake, and then I will read it in English:

AnT. 4. Le présent traité sera, avant ratification, soumis aux Cham-
bres francaises pour approbation. Il sera soumis au Sénat des Etats-
Unis en méme temps que le Traité de Versailles sera soumis an Sénat
pour avis et assentiment A la ratification.

The present treaty will be before ratification submitted to the French
Chambers for approval. It will be submitted to the Senate of the United
States at the same time the treaty of Versailles will be submitted to
the Senate for its advice and consent to ratification.

The French language is extremely exact, and there ig no ques-
tion as to the terms of that treaty as submitted to the French
Chamber and as submitted to the House of Commons.

There may be good reasons for paying no attention to the
provisions of article 4, but as it was evident that it was put in
by the French prime minister and M. Pichon, secretary of state
for foreign affairs, with a very considerate feeling toward the
Senate of the United States, T can not but regret that it was not
laid before us at the same time as the treaty of Versailles, as
the signed instrument required.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, I am not very familiar
with diplomatic methods or with treaty making, but article 4
seems to me to be a rather unusual provision to be incorporated
in any treaty. Ordinarily the commissioners, I should say, who
would negotiate with each other would have a personal under-
standing about such a thing, but to embed it in an article in the
treaty itself, which makes it a part of the consideration for the
signing of the international contract, which is now signed so
far as the executives of these great powers can attend to it,
strikes me as rather an unusual proceeding. They can not
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change it or alter its conditions. Of course, they may violate
them, but the only way they can get article 4 out of the treaty,
if it is in there—and I know nothing about it, except what I have
seen in the newspapers and magazines; I am not permitted to
know—is to reassemble the peace conference, reconsider their
action, and make a new contract.

Here is article 4. I do not know whether or not it has been
scratched out with a pen by somebody in this country. That
would not take it out of the treaty or get it out of the contract.
You can not get a hook out of your jaw in that way.

Mr. President, I do not read French, and so I could not under-
stand what the Senator from Massachusetis read until he inter-
preted it, but I can read English. Here is the London Times,
another copy of which yon will find it very difficult to get in this
counfry. The London Times office here has not got one. The
Metropolitan Club, which has always subscribed for it, can not
et a copy of the issue of July 4, although it should have been
here on July 11 at the latest, seven days for the steamship pas-
sage being a good record mow. Here is the * Thunderer,” the
TLondon Times, of July 4:

The triple pact—

And the whole eovenant is here ; every Britisher knows about
our treaty with France as well as their own, but we do not know
about it, and can not.

The triple pact—Anglo-American promise to France—Terms of the
treaties. :

All the treaties are printed on page 16 of the London Times of
July 4, whieh has not arrived in this country yet, excepi this one
copy which I have. I secured it in a perfectly honorable and
legitimate way, but one can not go down town and get a copy for
love nor money. Here is article 4 exactly as the Senator from
Massachusetis read it from the Figaro, of Paris:

The present treaty will be submitted te the Senate ef the United
States at the same e as the treaty of Versailles is submitted to the
Senate for its advice and consent to ratification. It will be submitted
before ratification to the French Chamber of Deputies for approval.

The ratifications thereof will be exchanged on the deposit of ratifica-
Eeons of the treaty of Versailles at Paris or as soon thereafter as shall

That is an exact duplicate of what I read from Harvey's
Weekly and of what the Senator from Massachusetts has read.
Now, all the world knows about this treaty except we who
are to be bound by it, and fornish the goods, and be the pack
horse, and earry out the terms of it.

I ask, Mr. President, that as a part of my remarks the article
to which I have referred, headed * The triple pact,” be printed
in the REcorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

“THE TRIPLE PACT—AXNGLO-AMERICAN PROMISE TO FRAXCE—TERMS OF
THE TREATIES.

“ The text of the Franco-British and ¥Franco-American treaties
signed at Versailles on the day when the peace treaty was
signed (June 28) is issued as a White Paper (Cmd. 221).
These treaties are interdependent, and come into force only
when both have been ratified by the legislatures coneerned.
The following is the text of the treaty between Great Britain
and France °respecting assistance to France in the event of
unprovoked aggression by Germany’:

“YWhereas there is a danger that the stipulations relating
to the left bank of the IRRhine contained in the treaty of peace
signed this day at Versailles may not at first provide adequate
security and protection to the French Republic; and

“ Whereas His Britannie Majesty is willing, subject to the
consent of his Parliament, and provided that a similar obli-
gation is entered into by the United States of America, to un-
dertake to support the French Government in the case of an
unprovoked movement of aggression being made against France
by Germany; and

“YWhereas His Britannic Majesty and the President of the
French Republic have determined to conclude a treaty to that
effect, and have named as their plenipotentiaries for the pur-
pose; that is to say:

“ His Majesty the King of the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Ireland and of the British Dominions beyond the
seas, Emperor of India; .

“The Right Hon. David Lloyd-George, M. P., first lord of his
treasury and prime minister; the Right Hen. Arthur James
Balfour, 0. M., M. P., his secretary of state for foreign affairs.

“The President of the French Republic; :

“Mr., Georges Clemenceau, president of the council, minister
of war; Mr. Stephen Pichon, minister of foreign affairs;

“YWho, having communicated their full powers, found in
good and due form, have agreed as follows:

bl *! ARTICLE 1.

“In case the following stipulations relating to the left bank
of the Rhine contained in the treaty of peace with Germany,
signed at Versailles the 28th day of June, 1919, by the British
Empire, the French Republie, and the United States of Ameriea,
among other powers:

“ArT. 42, Germany is forbidden to maintain or construct
any fortifications, either on the left bank of the Rhine or
on the right bank to the west of a line drawn 50 kilometers
to the east of the Rhine,

- “ART. 43. In the area defined above the maintenance and
assembly of armed forces, either permanently or tempo-
rarily, and military maneuvers of any kind, as well as the
upkeep of all permanent works for mobilization, are in the
same way forbidden.

“ArxT. 44. In ease Germany vielates in any manner what-
ever the provisions of articles 42 and 43, she shall be re-
garded as commitiing a hostile act against the powers
signatory of the present treaty and as caleulated to dis-
turb the peace of the world.

“may mnot at first provide adequate security and protection
to France, Great Britain agrees to come immediately to her
assistance in the event of any unprovoked movement of aggres-
sion against her being made by Germany.

“ARTICLE 2.

“The present treaty, in similar terms with the treaty of even
date for the same purpose concluded between the French Re-
public and the United States of America, a copy of which treaty
is annexed hereto, will only come into force when the latter
is ratified.

“ARTICLE 3.

“The present freaty must be submitied to the council of the
league of nations, and must be recognized by the council, act-
ing, if need be, by a majority, as an engagement which is con-
sistent with the covenant of the league; it will continue in force
until, on the application of one of the parties to it, the council,
acting, if need be, by a majority, agrees that the league itself
affords sufficient proteetion.

“ARTICLE 4,

“The present treaty shall before ratification by His Majesty
be submitted to Parliament for approval.

“ Tt shall before ratification by the President of the French
Republic be submitted to the French Chambers for appreval.

“ARTICLE 5. -

“The present treaty shall impose noe obligation upon any of
the Dominions of the British Empire unless and until it is ap-
proved by the Parlinment of the Dominion concerned.

+ “The present treaty shall be ratified, and shall, subject to
articles 2 and 4, come into force at the same time as the treaty
of peaee with Germany of even date comes into force for the
British Empire and the French Republic,

“In faith whereof the above-named plenipotentiaries have
signed the present treaty, drawn up in the English and French
languages.

“PDone in duplicate at Versailles, on the 28th day of June,
1919;

[sEAL.] “ . Lroyp-GEORGE.
[SEAL.] “ArTHUR JAMES BALFOUR.
[sear.] “ . CLEMENCEAT,
[sEAL.] “8. Proaox.”

“ THE TREATY WITII THE UXITED STATES.

“The Franco-American treaty opens as follows:

“Whereas the United States of America and the French Re-
public are equally animated by the desire to maintain the peace
of the world, so happily restored by the treaty of peace signed
at Versailles the 28th day of June, 1919, puiting an end to the
war begun by the aggression of the German Empire and ended
by the defeat of that power; and

“ Whereas the United States of America and the French Re-
public are fully persuaded that an unprovoked movement of
ageression by Germany against France would not only violate
both the letter and ihe spirit of the treaty of Versailles, to which
the United States of America and the French Republic are par-
tles, thus exposing France anew to the intolerable burdens of
an unprovoked war, but that such aggression on the part of
Germany would be and is so regarded by the treaty of Versailles
as a hostile act against all the powers signatory to that treaty
and gs calcnlated fo disturb the peact of the world by involving
inevitably and directly the States of Europe and indirectly, as
experience has amply and unfortunately demenstrated, the world
at large; and

“3IVhereas the United States of Americn and the French Re-
publie fear that the stipulations relating to the left bank of the
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Rhine contained in the said treaty of Versailles may not at first
provide adequate security and protection to France on the one
hand and the United States of America, as one of the signatories
of the treaty of Versailles, on the other;

“ Therefore the United States of America and the French
Republic having decided to conclude a treaty to effect these
necessary purposes, Woodrow Wilson, President of the United
States of America, and Robert Lansing, Secretary of State
of the United States, especially authorized thereto by the
President of the United States, and Georges Clemenceau,
President of the Council, Minister of War, and Stephen Pichon,
Minister of Foreign Affairs, specially authorized thereto by
Raymond Poincare, President of the French Republic, have
agreed upon the following articles.

“ Four articles similar to those of the Franco-British treaty
follow. For the first article the words ‘ The United States of
Ameriea shall be bound to come immediately to her assistance’
take the place of the equivalent sentence in the Franco-British
treaty. With the substitution of the words ‘Great Britain’
for ‘United States of America’® article 2 is identical. The
wording of article 3 is the same as in the other treaty. Article
4 reads:

“‘The present treaty will be submitted to the Senate of the
United States at the same time as the treaty of Versailles is
submitted to the Senate for its advice and consent to ratifiea-
tion. It will be submitted before ratification to the French
Chamber of Deputies for approval. The ratifications there-
of will be exchanged on the deposit of ratifications of the
treaty of Versailles at Paris or as soon thereafter as shall be
possible.” ”

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, I thank the Senate for its
indulgence, and beg its pardon for having trespassed so much
upon its time. 1 am very much obliged.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, if I may have permission
also for a few moments, I should like to make some coms-
ments on what the Senator from Connecticut has said.

In the first place, it seems to me like a tempest in a teapot
to make such a hullabaloo over the discovery, apparently just
made, of a treaty that has been in print for weeks, and which
I have seen published in the United States. Many American
newspapers published it three weeks ago. Millions of Amer-
ican people read it then and will smile at the Senator's dis-
covery of it now.

In the second place, it seems to me, Mr, President, that some
protest ought to be made here in the Senate against what seems
to be a settled purpose on the part of a few Senators to criticize
and discredit the President on all possible occasions, however
trifling the subject of criticism may be.

Mr. President, what were the facts in this case?

When the President of the United States came before the
Senate to lay before us the great treaty which must necessarily
occupy the time and the attention of the Senate for weeks to
eome, he took occasion, in the midst.of his address, to use this
language :

1 shall presently have occasion to lay before you a special treaty
with France, whose object is the temporary protection of France
from unprovoked aggression by the power with whom this treaty of
peace has been negotiated. Its terms link it with this treaty. 1 take
gggagt;enrty, however, for reserving it for special explication on another

Mr. President, is there any ground for charging a serious
offense against the President of the United States? He made
no concealment of facts. He stated in a few words what this
treaty is; and the treaty may be read a hundred times, and no
different analysis of the treaty can be made than the President
makes in this paragraph. ;

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President——

Mr. HITCHCOCK. He submitted to the Senate in writing
the great treaty which will be the subject of long discussion
and great study—the treaty which is now before the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, and which necessarily must take
up the chief time not only of the committee but of the Senate.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President——

Mr. HITCHCOCK. 1 yield.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I knew the Senator would, because I
yielded to the Senator, and I knew he would return the
courtesy.

The question is not whether the President made a summary
of this treaty. Article 4 of the proposed treaty, unless the
documents I have submitted are false, provides that he con-
tracted with France to lay that treaty before the Senate at
the same time he laid the treaty of Versailles before the Sen-
ate. Did he do it?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, the gist of the article to
which the Senator refers is that the two matters shall be be-
fore the Senate at the same time.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Is this the time? Are they here now?
Mr. HITCHCOCK. They will be here at the same time.
Mr. BRANDEGEE. Ob, in the limit, yes.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. We have the President’s word that pres-
ently he will do this thing.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. When does “presently” arrive?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. It is not for me to say nor for the Sen-
ator to say. The President has made no promise to the Sen-
ate. He entered into an arrangement with France, and if
there is any ground for complaint France and not the Senator
from Connecticut has the right to complain.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I am not complaining. I am calling
attention to these articles. If there is any complaint about it,
the American Nation and France, I guess, will make the com-
plaint: It is immaterial to me what the Senator from Ne-
braska thinks about it. -

Mr. HITCHCOCK. The Senator may not be complaining;
perhaps not. What he is doing is carrying out a settled pur-
pose to attack and criticize the President on every ocecasion,
however slight.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. What I am doing is to try to get the
President to treat the Senate as he wants to be treated himself,

Mr. HITCHCOCK. The Senator and his close associates for
months have adopted a settled policy of nagging and diseredit-
ing the President of the United States while he was engaged
in the stupendous work of negotiating this treaty; and, Mr.
President, I want to call to the attention of Senators what has
been one of the results of this settled purpose of a few Sena-
tors—and I anr not charging all Senators on that side with this
offense, because I know they are free from it.

What has been one of the outstanding effects of this attempt,
this settled purpose to nag and discredit the representative of
the United States in Paris? It has been to weaken his influence
there; and when his influence has been weakened, when his
power there has been affected by this systematic diserediting in
the United States, and when he has been forced to give way to
contentions on the other side, contentions of other countries,
then the same Senators rise in their places here and condemn the
President because he ylelded.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me for
a question?

Mr, HITCHCOCK. I yield.

Mr. MOSES. Does the Senator from Nebraska think that if
a different policy had been pursued in this country the Presi-
dent would have had sufficient force at Paris to withstand the
Japanese and to prevent the shame of Shantung?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, I do not know what would
have been the effect in relation to Shantung. I know, and the
whole world knows, that the President of the United States stood
over there single-handed and alone contending for ideals, con-
tending for justice, contending for' the things that the public
opinion of the world justifies, contending for them against the
material demands of the interested nations; and I know he would
have been stronger if it had been known that the coordinate
branch of the Government of the United States was behind him
in his position. I know that the attempts made here to dis-
ecredit him undoubtedly embarrassed him; and I say it comes
with poor grace from Senators who thus sought to hamstring
him and stab him in the back to stand upon the floor of the
Senate now and criticize him because he was forced to yleld at
times and could not carry out all of the great purposes which
he had in mind.

But, Mr. President, that is not all. The President is criticized
because he has not at once and simultaneously laid these two
treaties before the Senate. He is criticized because he did not
make two speeches at once, at one and the same time, becanse
he elected after giving due notice to present them on separate
occasions, while they should both still be before the Senate of
the United States.

But that is not all. Now the Senator from Connecticut rises
in his place and condemns the President of the United States
because he has sought personal interviews with Members of the
Senate of the United States——

Mr. BRANDEGEE, No. :

Mr. HITCHCOCK. And the President’s act is likened to a
man tampering with members of a jury charged with the
solemn duty of trying a case.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I do not think he could tamper with any
of you.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. The Senator used that language.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I did not.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. He used the language that the President
was appealing to the individual members of a jury——

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I repeat it
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Mr. HITCHCOCK. A thing that is discreditable and, ns the | the full publication in American newspapers. I have since

Senator knows, contrary to the law.

Mr. BRANDEGEE, I know that the President has sent for
individual Senators after he has stated his case before the
Senate, and he has done so for a purpose. If he is satisfied
with it, I do not complain about it.- He has not sent for me.
If he does at any time, I will go always to consult with the
President ; but I have my own views about things. I do not ob-
ject to his sending for you Senators or for anybody he wants
to. It would seem to me that if he wanted te get his treaty
through, and thought he had any information that would con-
tribute to that purpose, he would send for the committee that
has jurisdiction of it, and not for those who are not on the
committee. Still, that is none of my business.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, one would think from the
attitude taken by the Senator from Connecticut that Senators
had never been sent for before. One would think that it is a
disgraceful thing for the President to ask a Senator to come to
meet him at the White House and discuss this treaty with him,
Why should he not do it? Does he not do it on other ocea-
sions? Has not the very charge been brought against the
President of the United States by the selfsame Senators who
now criticize him that he neglected to econsult the Members of
the Senate?

Mr. BRANDEGEE., Not by

Mr. HITCHCOCK. That he fa.iled to discuss matters with
them?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Not by me.

Mr, HITCHCOCK. That he kept them in the dark and re-
fused to reveal to them the secrets of diplomacy?

Mr. BRANDEGEE, The criticism is that he keeps the Senate
and the country in the dark; not the Senators, but the Senate.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Well, that is a new charge. The Senator
has heretofore criticized the President because he has withheld
from Members of the Senate information which they were
entitled to receive; and the Senator himself, while he was upon
the fioor, criticized the President because the President had not
delivered to him personally something that he had asked for
when he was enjoying the hospitality of the President at the
White House.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I did pot. I stated that Mr. Polk said
he did not have it. I do not know where it is. It may be over
in Paris or somewhere else, I hope it is not lost, but I have
my doubts.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Well, I am authorized to say to the Sena-
tor that it will appear in due time——

Mr. BRANDEGEE. *“ Presently.”

Mr. HITCHCOCK. And some of the vain imaginings which
the Senator has indulged in as to this being a British league of
nations will be dispelled if he takes the opportunity to read
the articles in the league.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I have disavowed the belief that it is a
British league of nations. I simply accept the Senator's state-
ment that the plan proposed by Gen. Smuts was the basis of
the plan that was finally adopted. It was modified, I have no
doubt. I do not claim that it is a British league of nations,

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, I have about finished.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I simply do not want the Senator to
misrepresent me; that is all.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I certainly would not care to misrepre-
sent any Senator. I simply rise to protest against this con-
tinuation of the nagging policy, and to condemn the systematic
effort being made to discredit and eriticize the President of the
United States on all occasions. At this time, it is true, it ean
not do the harm that it could heretofore. It defeats itself,
He is here to take care of himself, and he will do it.
He is now in the United States, and is, I think, doing the right
thing when he is appealing to the individual Members of the
Senate on both sides to support this treaty. He has the right
to do it, and individual Senators have the right to talk to him;
and the Senator from Connecticut is eriticizing an individual
Senator who goes to the White House as much as he is criticiz-
ing the President himself when he condemns that method of
negotiation.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. DMr. President, I have just as good a
right to criticize the Senator as the Senator has to criticize
me; and I do not think either one of the criticisms will
seriously affect the health of the person criticized.

Mr. HITCHCOCK subsequently said: A short time ago the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr, anmm:] read into the
Recorp a purported copy of the proposed treaty between the
United States and France. He gave the impression to the
Senate that it had not been given publicity in this country until
it appeared in Harvey's Weekly which he held in his hand. I
stated at the time that it was my impression that I had seen

verified that impression, and I ask leave now to incorporate In
my remarks made at that time the statement that the treaty
read to-day by the Senator from Connecticut as a great dis-
covery of himself and Harvey's Weekly was brought to the
United Stafes through the agency of the Asseciated Press and
was published broadeast in all of the leading papers in the
United States.- I hold in my hands a copy of the Evening Star
of Washington, of July 3, containing a verbatim report on that
date, several weeks ago, of the identical treaty which the
Senator from Connecticut read here this morning as a great
discovery, This is merely an illustration of the preposterous
character of the mare's-nests which the enemies of the Presi-
dent discover from time to time.

Mr. MOSES. The Senate will be glad to know, Mr. President,
that the columns of the newspapers replace adequately the
official sources of information to which the Senate should have
a proper recourse.

Mr, HITCHCOCK. Yes, Mr. President; but the charge was
made here and the implication was conveyed that only the
London Times carried this publication on July 3, and that a
copy of the London Times was almost impossible to secure in
this country; yet millions of intelligent people in the United
States have read word for word what the Senator from Con-
necticut thus designated as impossible to secure,

Mr. SMOOT. I merely wish to ask the Senator from Ne-
braska if he now thinks that the treaty as read by the Senator
from Connecticut is the same as the official treaty? The Sena-
tor said that he had a eopy of the official treaty, and while
the Senator from Connecticut was reading I understeod the
Senator from Nebraska to say that the official copy was not
in conformity with the freaty which was being read by the
Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I made no direct statement to that effect;
but there are differences in phraseology between the copy whicl
I secured from the State Department and the copy which the
Senator from Connecticut read out of the newspaper this morn-
ing. The statement read by the Senator from Connecticut, how-
ever, was identical with what had been published by the Asso-
ciated Press three weeks ago as a cablegram from Paris.

Mr. WILLIAMS., Mr. President, there is a great deal in old
ZEsop’s fable about the wolf that wanted to quarrel with the
lamb. The wolf first undertook to quarrel with the lamb be-
cause it muddied the water in the stream where both were
drinking, and then when the lamb established the fact that it
had crossed the stream below where the wolf was, and that the
water from which the wolf drank had gone by, there was still
no peace made by the lamb with the wolf. There are legislative
wolves, some of them partisan or personal enemies of the Presi-
dent, as well as wolves of the real sort.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Also lambs,

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; also folks subject to the malice visited
on that lamb. The Senator seems to take a little exeeption to
the word “nagging,” so perhaps we had better say “ seolding.”
He says he is not eomplaining:

Mr. BRANDEGEE, I am not complaining.

Mr. WILLIAMS. He says he is not complaining and eriticiz-
ing, so he seems to be prinecipally scolding; and he goes about
it in a very shrewd way, characteristic of my friend from Con-
necticut. He compares the Senate to a jury hearing a case.
Of course, he knows that the Senate is no jury. What was his
object in using that phrase, and then saying that the President
was talking to “ the individual members of the jury ™ after the-
case had been heard? He knew that the assumption that the
Senate is a jury is unfounded in fact. His object was slmply
to leave an impression or to insinuate an impression that the
President had been guilty of doing something highly improper
and sinister, as would have been the case with a lawyer who
argued a case before a jury and then had gone into the jury
room or somewhere else and talked to individoal jurors about
the case. A lawyer who would have done that ought to have
been disbarred.

‘While the Senator made no such asseriion and did nof say
that the President was guilty of any improper act, he is one
of the smartest men I have ever known in my life, and he
weighed fully why he should use that analogy ; and he could not
have used it for any purpose exeept what I have stated. A
man in the habit of blundering into things—in the habit of
blund and stumbling—might have done so, but there is no-
man in body who knows better whither he wants to go and
how he wants to get thither and why he wants to get there than
does the Senator from Connecticut.

Let us take up some of these lesser things he said. The Con-
stitution uses the words that the President shall do ecertain
things * with the advice and consent of the Senate ™ in connee-
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tion with two subjects matter. One is appointments to office
and the other is the making of treaties. The Senator accuses,
by statement or innuendo, the President of doing something
wrong because he consults with a part of the Senate—individual
Senators—and * advises and consults” with them as a part
of the Senate, and says that his duty is to consult with none
of them except when he consults with the whole Senate, and
lays down the proposition that that is the constitutional duty
of the President. In addition to the fact that if his statement
were true every President of the United States would have
been guilty of violating the Constitution, it is not a logical and
correct conclusion. I remember, and the Senator himself will
remember, that President McKinley sent for Senator after Sena-
tor and talked to them when the Spanish-American treaty was
hanging in the balance in this body, and he did exactly right.
He had a right to act “ with the advice and consent” of the
Members of the Senate constituting the Senate. When it comes
to a matter of appointinent Senators do not take the view of
“advice and consent” announced by the Senator. When it
comes to “ the advice and consent of the Senate ” with regard to
treaties they say the President must come here to this whole
body every time; that he can not use any argument to one that
he would not use to another. And yet when it comes to appoint-
ments for office there is no Senator who is not perfectly willing
to go to the White House upon his own motion and “ advise and
consult "' with the President about the appointment, making his
own argument in his own way without any resolution of the
Senate as “a constitutional body.” Why does he not carry
the whole Senate with him to the White House every time he
goes? Simply because it would be absurd and ridieulous and
because nobody believes that there is any foundation for any
sort of a position like that.

The Senator in another insinuation says the President in
sending for these Senators “ must be doing it for a purpose.”
Of course he is doing it for a purpose. Thomas Jefferson was
doing it for a purpose when he sent for Randolph and others to
consult with them about the treaty with France for the acqui-
sition of Louisiana. MecKinley was doing it for a purpose when
he sent for them to obtain ratification by the Senate of the Span-
ish-American treaty annexing the Philippines and hanging in
the balance, as I said a moment ago, with a differepce of one or
two votes at the time. Did any of us accuse him of doing an
improper thing? What was the purpose? A foul purpose, an
unworthy purpose? No; it was the purpose of consulting with
the other * partner,” as the Senator calls it, in the treaty-making
power,

The only difference is that McKinley saw them in the interest
of the accomplishment of a selfish national purpose of riveting
to us and keeping a conquest, and Wilson has been seeing them in
the interest of a broad world purpose of self-determination of
the peoples and keeping that * peace on earth” which God
blessed.

Mr. President, that is part of the duty of the President of the

United States, and he is the sole judge of the manner in which

he shall “ consult and advise ” with the Senate, whether in whole

or part, because the Senate is nothing but a body of men made
out of individual Senators.

At the beginning of this controversy some Senators were hold-
ing up the President to criticism, if not to oblogquy, upon the
ground that he would not and did not consult with Senators,
that he went his way and paid no attention to the Senate, and
not only did not appoint two or three self-denominated leading
Senators as commissioners, so they could go to Paris and act
under the limelight upon the great international arena, which
was a fault, of course, but that he did not see them beforehand
when he did things, and now they are eriticizing him beecause he
is seeing them after things have been done, not by him alone but
by the five great leading powers and some score of other lesser
powers.

Mr. President, T do not think that the President could any
more satisfy five or six Senators in this body than that poor
helpless lamb of Alsop’s fable could have satisfied that other
wolf. There is nothing the lamb could have said that would
have satisfied the wolf, because what the wolf really wanted to
do was to eat the lamb, and there is nothing the President could
say to these Senators that would satisfy them, because their real
purpose is to “eat him up,” as the wolf said to Red Riding
Hood; I mean politically, of course, because I do not charge
them with being cannibals. But while they are *“eating him
up " they are eating up a part of their own country's honor, a
part of their own country’s prestige, and a part of their own
country's weight in the councils of the nations of the earth.

Then the Senator says that because article 4 of this French-
American treaty provides that these two treaties are to be sub-
mitted to the Senate for their consideration at the same time,

therefore the President must in the same moment submit the
two as indissolubly connected with one another and as virtually
one instrument, He could not have done that if he wanted to.
He would have had to submit one a few moments ahead of the
other, anyhow, even if he was going to bring up both in the
same speech. It is like saying that I do not give the Senate the
benefit of my opinion because I started a speech this afternoon
and the Senate takes a recess and I finish it on a different
topic or subtopic to-morrow. These are not the same instru-
ment. The agreement was not to submit them as the same
instrument, but it was to submit them to the judgment and the
sense of the Senate so that the Senate might at the same time
have both of them under comsideration. If the President sub-
mitted one last week and submits another one next week, all
of us know that even if he shall do that the Senate will have
both of them at the same time before it and under its considera-
tion, considering one while not finished with consideration of
the other. That is the common sense and the meaning of the
obligation of the treaty in article 4. There is no other sense to
be given to it unless it be from the standpoint of a narrow
legalist.

Mr. FALL. Will the Senator yield for a question?

Mr., WILLTAMS. Certainly.

Mr., FALL. The Senator, of course, knows that the two
treaties eould have been laid before the Senate at the same time
and that it need not have required five minutes more of the
time of the President or any more of the time of the President
to lay them before the Senate at the same time. Why was It
not laid before the Senate? There must be some reason for it
aside from the fact that the President wanted to make a long
speech on the second treaty. What, in the opinion of the Sena-
tor, is the reason for it?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the President might have
laid the two treaties before the Senate on the same day. He
could not have done it at the same time. He might have laid
them before the Senate during the same week. He might lay
them before the Senate in the same month; but provided the
Senate has both of them at the same time before it for its con-
sideration, the meaning of article 4 has been complied with. The
Senator asks me to tell him why the President did what he did.

Mr. FALL. Yes; that is it.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I ¢an no more tell him why the President
did this or that or the other than he can tell me, but I can ven-
ture a. guess about it, which I imagine will be correct.

Mr. FALL. May I have the same privilege after the Senator
concludes?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Of course; after I conclude you may have
the floor.

Mr. FALL. I thank you.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President——

Mr WILLIAMS. Wait until I answer this question.

Mr, President, the only way you can judge other people is to
judge them by yourself if in their place. If I had been Presi-
dent and had this to do I will tell you what would have led me
to the course he pursued. I would have wanted time enough to
explain this great league of nations and impress upon the Senate
the importance of its adoption as a part of the great treaty of
peace and to explain the treaty of peace itself, affecting the
whole world, and I would not have wanted to take up so very
long a time as would have tired and bored the Senate in a speech
s0 long that the country would not have read it. I would, there-
fore, have taken up that question first; I would have put it
before the Senate, and later, the next day or the next week or
the next month, before that had been disposed of by the Senate
and while it was still being considered by the Senate, T would
have taken up the other and addressed myself to that in another
short address, so that I would again not have run the risk of
boring and exhausting the patience of the United States Senate
and missing the concentrated attention of the people on the
second subject matter.

And another reason: I would have wanted the country fo
receive the full impress of my reasons for advocating the rati-
fication of the one treaty separately from the confusion that
might have come about from presenting both issues at the same
time. They are not parts of the same instrument, but are two
separate insiruments.

That is my answer to the Senator; but I can not tell him, of
course, what actuated the President. I can only tell him what
would have actuated me, just as he could tell the Senate what
would have actuated him.

Mr. President, I will yield the floor.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, some days ago I gave notice
that at the conclusion of the morning business to-day I would
submit to the Senate some remarks touching the provisions in
the treaty of peace relating to what is called Shantung. I did
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not anticipate then that the morning business would be deferred
for the discussion of general topics and for the discussion of a
treaty of peace that is not before the Senate and that has not
been submitted to the Senate by the President. I desire to
say now that 1 will object to the transaction of any further
business than the business which is regularly in order and that
I will ask the indulgence of the Senate to proceed with my
remarks as soon as the morning business has been concluded.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The VICE PRESIDENT presented a communication from
the National Women's Trade Union League of America, trans-
mitting resolutions adopted in convention at Philadelphia, Pa.,
favoring the passage of the so-called civil-service retirement
bill, the reclassification of salaries of Government employees, the
system of savings by war-savings certificates and thrift stamps,
the repeal of the law granting preference to discharged soldiers,
sailors, and marines in the matter of Federal employment, and
the passage of the proposed minimum-wage bill, which was
referred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Supreme
Council of the Mystic Order of Veiled Prophets of the En-
chanted Realm, of Hamilton, N. Y., pledging their loyalty and
allegiance to our flag and country, and favoring the enactment
of legislation prohibiting the display of any flag not subservient
to the Stars and Stripes, which was referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the National Tem-
perance Society and commission on temperance of the Federal
Council of the Churches of Christ in America, favoring the
enactment of legislation providing for the enforcement of war-
time and national prohibition, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

He also presented the petition of Nathaniel Bacon, of Santee,
Calif, praying that the Senate have printed and circulated the
speech made by Daniel Webster in the House of Representatives
on January 19, 1824, and also praying that the Senate consider
and vote upon separately and severally each and every article
of the proposed peace treaty with Germany, which was referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations,

Mr. EDGE. I present a resolution adopted by the Burling-
ton County (N. J.) Board of Agriculture and Farm Bu-
reau, emphatieally protesting against the appropriation of
$500,000,000 to reclaim swamps, deserts, and cut-over lands. I
move that the resolution be referred to the Committee on Pub-
li¢ Lands.

The motion was agreed to.

AMr. MOSES presented a memorial of the Polish Alma Mater
Society and of the Polish Publishing Co., of Chicago, Ill., re-
monstrating against the enactment of legislation to pmhibit
the admission. to the mails of any matter printed in a foreign
language, which were referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Mr. PHELAN presented a petiton of Colombo Circle No. 256,
. 0. I, of San Jose, Calif., praying for the ratification of the

proposed league of nations treaty, which was referred to the

Clommittee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a petition of Angelus Lodge No. 2004,
Brotherhood of Railway Clerks, of Los Angeles, Calif., praying
for Government ownership and control of railroads, which was
referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce,

AMr., McLEAN presented a memorial of Thomas F. Meagher
Branch Friends of Irish Freedom, of Bridgeport, Conn., re-
monstrating aginst the ratification of the proposed league of
nations treaty, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations,

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Common Coun-
cil of Bridgeport, Conn., favoring the recognition of the Irish
Republie, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations.

Mr. NEWBERRY (for Mr. Town~sEND) presented a petition
of Loeal Union No. 235, National Federation of Postal Em-
ployees, of Battle Creek, Mich., and a petition of sundry postal
employees of Port Huron, Mich., praying for an increase in the
salaries of postal employees, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also (for Mr. TownssEND) presented petitions of sundry
citizens of Michigan, praying for the ratification of the proposed
league of nations treaty, which were referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations,

He also (for Mr. TowxNsEND) presented petitions of sundry
citizens of Charlotte, Lapeer, and Flint, all in the State of Michi-
gan, praying for the repeal of the so-called “luxury” tax,
which were referred to the Committee on Finance,

He also (for Mr. TownNsEND) presented a memorial of the
Ministers’ Conference of Grand Rapids, Mich., remonstrating
against the repeal of war-time and national prohibition, which
was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also (for Mr. TowNsEND) presented a petition of Local
Union No. 10, Bricklayers, Masons, and Plasterers’ International
Union, of Albion, Mich,, and a petltlon of Local Union No. 22,
Cigarmakers’ International Union of America, of Detroit, Mich.,
praying for the exemption from prohibition of 2} per cent beer,
which were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary,

Mr. PAGE presented a memorial of sundry citizens of St.
Johnsbury, Vt.,, and a memorial of sundry citizens of Pitts-
ford, Vt., remonstmtlng against the establishment of a De-
partment of Education, which were referred to the Committee
on Education and Labor,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts presented memorials of em-
ployees of the Lincoln Twist Drill Co., of Taunton; of the
Paris Paper Co.,, of the Lydia E. Pinkham Medicine Co.,
of the Lamson Co., of Boston; of Dodd & Williams, of
Boston; of the Mountain Mill Paper Co., of Lee; of the
Plimpton Press, of Norwood; of the Durable Wire Rope
Co., of the Royal Curtain Manufacturing Co., of the Brown-
Wales Co., of Ginn & Co., of Boston; of the Northeastern
Leather Co., of the Cronkhite Co., of H, C. Whitcomb & Co.,
of Hilliard Merrill (Inc.), of Lynn; of Frank H. Davis, of the
Puffer Manufacturing Co., of Winchester; of the Burgess Co.,
of Marblehead; of the Ewing Paper Mills, of Brown's Beach
Jacket Co., of Worcester; of the Spencer Wire Co., of Walden-
Worcester (Inc.), of Worcester; of Armour's Pattern Shop,
of Worcester; of the Camel Mills, of Fall River; of the Valley
Press, of Albert Russell & Sons Co.,, of Newburyport; of
Bacheller & Spence, of Lynn; of the Columbian Rope Co., of
Millar & Wolfer, of Chelsea; of the Conant Ball Co., of the
Worcester Wind Motor Co., of the Pratt & Forrest Co., of the
Richardson & Boynton Co., of the Paper Makers' Chemical
Co., of Holyoke; of the Saeger Cut Sole Co., of Boston; of the
Milton Bradley Co., of Springfield; of the Page Paper Box Co.,
of Chicopee Falls; of the Thomas D. Gotshall Shoe Co., of the
A. H. Rice Co., of Pittsfield; of the Selden Worsted Mill, of
Lawrence; of the Wottogquottoe Worsted Co., of Hudson ; of the
Thomas H. Logan Co., of Hudson; of the Maxf Grinding
Wheel Corporation, of Chester; of the Superior Corundum
Wheel Co., of Waltham; of the H. P. Cummings Construction
Co., of Ware; of the Wilkins Paper Box Co., and of the Esleeck
Manufacturing Co., of Turners Falls, all in the State of
Massachusetts, remonstrating against the repeal of the so-
called daylight-saving law, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Interstate Commerce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES.

Mr. SMOOT, from the Committee on Public Lands, to which
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with-
out amendment and submitted reporis thereon:

A bill (8. 420) providing for the extension of time for the
reclamation of certain lands in the State of Wyoming under the
Carey Act (Rept. No. 103) ;

A bill (8. 428) for the relief of Thomas Sevy (Rept. No. 101) .

A bill (8. 577) for the relief of the Southern States Lumber
Co. (Rept. No. 102) ;

A bhill (8. 578) providing for the survey of public lands re-
maining unsurveyed in the State of Ilorida, with a view of
satisfying the grant in aid of schools made to said State under
the act of March 3, 1845, and other acts amendatory thereof
(Rept. No. 105) ; and

A hill (8. 2378) to authorize the issuance of patent to John
Albert Thompson, and for other purposes (IRlept. No. 104).

Mr. KENYON, from the Committee on Education and Labor,
to which was referred the bill (S. 168) to create a commission
to investigate and report to Congress a plan on the guestions in-
volved in the finanecing of house construction and home owner-
ship and Federal aid therefor, reported it with amendments.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill (H. R. 2847) providing additional aid for the American
Printing House for the Blind, reported it without amendment
and submitted a report (No. 106) thereon.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED.

Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first time,
and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred as
follows :

By Mr. CAPPER:

A bill (8. 2605) for the permanent appointment as commis-
sioned officers of certain former noncommissioned officers who
were called to active service under temporary commissions be-
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tween the dates of April 6, 1917, and November 11, 1918; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 2606) to regulate pawnbrokers and their business in
the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr HALE:

A bill (8. 2607) to provide for the purchase of a site for and
the construction of a public building at York, Me. (with accom-
panying papers) ; to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

A bill (8. 2608) granting an increase of pension to George W.
Bi»rawn (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

By Mr. NELSON:

A bill (S. 2609) to authorize the incorporated town of Peters-
burg, Alaska, to issue bonds in any sum not exceeding $75,000
for the purpose of constructing and installing a municipal elec-
trie light and power plant and for the construction of a publie-
school building ; to the Committee on Territories.

By Mr. SMITH of Arizona:

A bill (8. 2610) to provide for the disposal of certain waste
and drainage water from the Yuma project, Arizona ; to the Com-
mittee on Public Lands.

By Mr. SHERMAN:

A bill (8. 2611) granting an increase of pension to William
Green; and

A bill (8. 2612) granting an increase of pension to Robert Wil-
son McClaughry; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts:

A bill (8. 2613) for the relief of the owner of the steam tug
FBureka; to the Committee on Claims.

A bill (8. 2614) for the relief of Francis M. Atherton (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. GRONNA :

A bill (8. 2615) to grant one year's extra pay to the members
of the military and naval forces of the United States as partial
compensation for their sacrifices and to assist them during the
period of readjustment; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

* By Mr. FRANCE:

A bill (8. 2616) to repeal and reenact certain sections of “An
act to provide for the Fourteenth and subsequent decennial cen-
suses " ; to the Committee on the Census.

By Mr. McKELLAR:

A Dbill (8. 2617) for the relief of the legal representative of
Enoch Ensley, deceased ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. LENROOT:

A bill (8. 2618) to provide for the disposal of nonmetallifer-
ous mineral deposits owned by the United States separate from
the surface of the lands wherein they lie, and for other purposes ;

A bill (8. 2619) to provide for the leasing of sodinm and
deposits of phosphates by the United States; and

A bill (8. 2620) to provide for the leasing of coal deposits
owned by the United States outside of Alaska ; to the Committee
on Public Lands.

By Mr. HARDING :

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 76) for the investigation of
influenza and allied diseases, in order to determine their cause
and methods of prevention; to the Committee on Public Health
and National Quarantine.

By Mr. OWEN:

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 77) to amend section 18 of the
Indian appropriation act approved June 30, 1919; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs.

PERIODICALS NOT PRINTED IN ENGLISH.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I introduce a bill and I ask that it
be read at length.

The bill (8. 2604) to prohibit the use of the mails by peri-
odieals and newspapers not printed in English, and for other
purposes, was read the first time by its title and the second
time at length and referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.
as follows: .

Be it enacted, efe., That from and after October 1, 1919, it shall be
unlawful to send through the mails any periodical or newspa or

ublication in the shape of a pamphlet or cireular printed in a mign

ge which does not contain a translation into English, column
for column and page for page, of such publication,

8ec. 2. That from and after Janoary 1, 19235, it shall be unlawful

to send through the mails any periodical or newspaper or publication

in the shape of a phlet or circular which is printed in any
other than English.

See, 3. That It shall be the duty of the post-office officials to selze
any publication sought to be sent through the mails in violation of the

provisions of this act, and an'y rson convicted of deli g any such
publication to be sent in violation of the provisions of this act shall
on conviction be punished with fine not to exceed $1,000 or with im-
risonment not to exceed one year, one orf both, in the diseretion of the
udge hearing the case.
EC. 4. That all laws or parts of laws in conflict with this act are
hereby repealed.

TREATY WITH FRANCE.

Mr. LODGE. T offer the following resolution and ask for its
present consideration.
The resolution (8. Res. 132) was read, as follows:

Whereas the President of the United States, in his address in the
United States Senate on July 10, 1919, stated, as it appears on page
2339 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD :

“ I shall presently have occaslon to lay before you a special treaty
with France, whose object is the temporary protection of France
from unprovoked aggression by the power with whom this treaty of
peace has been negotiated. Its terms link it with this treaty. I take
the liberty, however, of reserving it, because of its importance, for
special exphcaﬂon on another occasion ;" and

Whereas sald proposed treaty with Fraoce has been submitted to the
Chamber of Deputies of the French Republie; and

Whereas a purported transcript of said treaty has been printed in a
fublic Journal in this country and appears in this day's REcomp of

he proceedings of the Benate; and

Whereas article 4 of sald treaty provides that “ the present treaty will
be submitted to the Senate of the United States at the same time
as the treaty of Versailles is submitted to the Senate for its advice
and consent to ratification:™ Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That the President is hereby respectfully requested, if not

incompatlbfe with the public interest, to transmit to the Senate the

sald proposed treaty with France, to the end that the Senate may con-
sider said treaty In connection with the treaty of peace with Germany.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there any objection?

Mr. ROBINSON. I object to the present consideration of
the resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It goes over.

THE MEAT-PACKING INDUSTRY.

Mr. KENYON submitted the following resolution (S. Res.
134), which was read and referred to the Committee on
Printing :

Resolved, That there be printed 7,000 copies of the Report of the

‘ederal Trade Commission on the Meat-Pack Industry Summary
and Part I, Extent and Growth of Power of the Five Packers in Mea
and Other Industries, 2,000 to be delivered to the Senate, 3,000 to the
giou?e of Representatives, and 2,000 to the Federal Trade Com-

ssion.

PRICES OF CATTLE AND SWINE,

Mr. HARRIS. I submit a resolution and ask that it be read
and lie over under the rule.

The Secretary read the resolution (8. Res. 133), as follows:

Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commission be, and it is hereby,
directed to make an Immedlate investigation of the methods of purchase
and prices paid for. cattle and swine bf persons and corporations en-
ﬁ?g n the meat-packing industry, with particular reference to the

seriminations, if any, operating to the disadvantage of live-stock pro-
ducers in the Bouthern States, and to report as soon as practicable to
the Senate the resnlts of such investigation.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will lie over and be
printed.

OFFICIAL REPORTERS OF DEBATES.

Mr. SMOOT submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 135),
which was read and referred to the Committee on Printing:

Resolved, That Theodore F. Shuey and James W. Murphy are hereby
appointed official reporters for re;)orting the proceedings and debates of
the Senate until further order of the Senate, subject to all the duties
and obligations of the contract made with D. F. Murphy, deceased,
late reporter of the Senate, and to the supervision and control of the
Committee on Printing on behalf of the Senate in all respects therein
provided, and to ve payment for such service according to law.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED.

H. R. 3754. An act to amend sections 8 and 21 of the copyright
act approved March 4, 1909, was read twice by its title and
referred to the Committee on Patents.

PEACE AND THE LEAGUE.

Mr. GRONNA,. Mr. President, I have here a brief editorial
from the Twin City Reporter, an independent paper of wide
circulation, which I ask may be printed in the Recorn.

There being no objection, the editorial was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

PEACE AXD THE LEAGUB.

“ Peace has come!

“ The league of nations is born!

“ Hail the league!

“And look out for squalls, y

“ China, the yellow giant of the East, refused point-blank to
sign the treaty. Discord No, 1. :

“If the United States Congress refuses to sanction our en-
trance into the league, there will be discord No, 2.

“If it does, there will be discord No. 3.

“It's pretty much a case of ‘be damned if you do and ba
damned if you don’t.

“ The empty platitudes that have been wafted over the cables
and over the wires anent the new-horn freedom, the self-deter-
mination of races and peoples, will fall far short of bringing
such peace to the world as the world desires,
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«Treland isn't feeling at all peaceful. Korea is far from
being in a mood to pamper the pigeon of peace. China, with its
400,000,000 population, isn’t clapping hands for joy. India,
groaning under the weight of famine and war taxes, can't see
the spot where we are told all eyes should focus. And so it
is all over the world.

“rPhe trouble lies not with the peace that has been made—
not that it has been made—but in the manner of making if.

“ The people—the citizenry-—of no country have been con-
sulted. The world was at war with Germany. Instead of mak-
ing a peace with our enemy, we have embroiled the world in a
league of nations. Instead of making peace with Germany, we
have made enemies of half the world. Instead of one enemy,
we will have a score. Instead of having one army of occupation,
we will have to have a half dozen armies ready to become
armies of occupation. And they tell us that the league of nations
will bring a lasting peace to the world!

“The world wanted peace. We wanted peace. The world
didn’t want a league of nations. We didn’t want it.

% The world had nothing to say about it. We will have nothing
to say about it.

“A few old men met last winter in Paris, France, For months
they argued and wrangled. The °pitiless publicity * and ‘open
diplomacy ' so valiantly promised failed to materialize. The
‘ home folks® were graciously permitted to guess at what was
being done—they were never told.

“A league of nations plan was proposed by and agreed to
among the old men. The ‘ home folks’' weren't consulted. They
were told just what the old men wanted to tell them, which
“wasn't much. e

“ But, among other things, they were told that the league of
nations plan would make future wars impossible. Did the old
men believe this? They did not. !

“And because they did not, they agreed to enter into agree-
ments among themselves,

“The world doesn’t know to-day how many of these agree-
ments were entered into. The world will not know until
another war threatens. It will plod along under the obsession
that the league of nations will prevent all wars. And then some
day it will wake up to find that one of the private agreements
entered into by the old men will supersede the league of nations
plan. And there will be war and—an end to the league.

“ The man in whose brain the idea of the league was formed
signed the treaty under protest. Smuts, the Boer, protested
but signed. It was his mind that first mapped out the present
league plan. But at that the plan wasn’t original. It has been
tried out times innumerable and with always the same result—

“ Irailure!

“ The-old men whose hands held the power to bring forth the
league knew the league would not, could not, prevent wars, so
they endeavored to protect themselves by entering into other
agreements, If the league were capable of protecting the human
race from the red wave of war there would have been no need
of these secret agreements.

“The ones who are so staunch in their support of the league
of nations plan have evidently overlooked this fact.

“ We have entered into an agreement to protect France from
attack—from an ‘unprovoked’ attack by Germany—and Ger-
many bled white and torn by internal strife, bankrupt, and im-
potent to govern herself !

“Tf there was anything in the league of nations plan that
would prevent war, why was it necessary to enter into a separate
agreement to protect France?

“ If the nations of the world were to have *self-determina-
tion '—the right to choose their own form of government, the
right to enjoy national liberty—then why deny Ireland, Egypt,
Korea, India, and the scores of other small nations and races
that right?

“ “What is sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander. If
the right of self-government—the right of self-determination—is
the right of one nation, one race, one people, it is the right of all!

“If we turn the picture of Ireland with its *face toward the
wall,’ if we throw up our hands when Korea pleads for national
independence, if we roll our eyes in horror when India pleads
for the right of self-government, what right have we to prattle
of g self-determination for any race or people?

“If we enter into an agreement that Japan shall have and
hold a part of the Chinese Empire-Republic’s territory, what
right have we to babble of a world freedom or a world de-
mocracy ?

“ But we have peace. The treaty has been signed. War with

Germany has officially ended.
“3With the coming of peace coineth the league of nations.
* Hail the league!
s an:d lees ouf Tor squalls.”

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President, I desire to give
notice that on Monday next, if an opportunity is afforded, I
will address the Senate in reply to certain charges that have
been mmde against Senate bill 1017, and especially to certain
charges made in the baccalaureate address delivered on the
15th of June last at Georgetown University.

Mr. NORRIS. What is the bill?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. It is the bill to create a department
of education.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed.

JAPANESE INTERESTS IN CHINA.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, the treaty of peace which
has been submitted to the Senate by the President and is now
under consideration by the Committee on Foreign Relations is
perhaps the most voluminous document -of its character that
has ever been written. It is not surprising that a number of
provisions in this treaty should have been the subject of serious
eriticism. No question connected with the peace treaty has
occasioned more discussion in the Senate and in the press than
those which relate to what we know, somewhat inaccurately,
as “ Shantung.”

The provisions in the treaty of peace respecting Japanese
claims in Kiaochow have been the subject of serious criticism.
Undoubtedly the controversy is associated with difficulties and
confusion sufficient to justify differences of opinion among
those who are disposed to give fair consideration to its terms
and its effect. These provisions, however, have been repeat-
edly misinterpreted in the debates in the Senate and are, I be-
lieve, quite generally misunderstood. It is my purpose in ad-
dressing the Senate to-day to set forth what I believe to be tha
facts pertinent to a fair understanding of this controversy,
and to relieve it from uncertainties and confusion resulting
from erroneous and exaggerated statements calculated to arouse
prejudice in the Senate and in the country.

MUTUAL CONFIDENCE THE BASIS OF AMITY DETWEEN NATIONS.

The discussion by the Senate of the peace treaty in open
executive session meets with general approval. Reciprocal
courtesy and confidence are the basis of amicable relations be-
tween nations. The history of the Japanese claims in Shan-
tung does not justify the violent attacks on Japan which have
oceurred in the course of the debate in this body. I shall as-
sume that good faith underlies the motives of all nations asso-
ciated with this Government in the conduect of the war and shall
refrain from intemperate criticisms of the policy or purposes
of other nations.

The language in the treaty germane fo the subject is con-
tained in articles 156 to 158, inclusive. Germany renounces in
favor of Japan all rights, titles, and privileges, including leased
territory, railways, mines, and submarine cables in the Kino-
chow region. The language of the treaty is as follows:

SecrioN VIII.
SHANTUNG.
Article 156.

Germany renounnces, in favor of Japan, all ber rights, title, and privi-
leges—particularly those concerning the territory of Kiaochow, rail-
ways, mineg, and submarine cables—which she acquired in virtue of the
treaty concluded by her with China on March 6, 1898, and of all other
arrangements relative to the Province of Shantung.

All German rights in the Tsingtao-Tsinanfu Railway, including its
branch lines, together with its subsidiary property of all kinds, sta-
tions, shops, fixed and rolling stock, mines, plant, and material for the
exploitation of the mines, are and remain acquired by Japan, together
with all rights and privileges attaching thereto.

The German State submarine cables from Tsingtao to Shanghal and
from Tsingtao to Chefoo, with all the rights, privileges, and properties
attaching thereto, are similarly acquired by Japan free and clear of all
charges and encumbrances.

Article I57.

The movable and immovable pm‘)erty owned by the German State in
the territory of Kinochow, as well as all the rights which Germany
might claim in consequence of the works or improvements made or of
the expenses incurred by her, directly or indirectly, in connection with
this territory, are and remain acquired by Japan free and clear of all
charges and encumbrances.

Article 158.

Germany shall hand over to Japan within three months from the
coming into force of the present treaty the archives, registers, plans,
title deeds, and documents of every kind, wherever they may be, relat-
ing to the administration, whether civil, military, financial, gud.iclal, or
otﬁer. of the territory of Kiaochow.

Within the same period Germany shall give particulars to Japan of
all treaties, arrangements, or agreements relating to the rights, title, or
privileges referred to in the two preceding articles.

It is apparent that, in so far as the treaty, Is concerned,
Japan's rights in Kiaochow are limited to only such territory,
properties, and privileges as Germany possessed there,
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IRIGIN OF GERMANY'S CLAIMS.

Little dispute arises as to the origin of Germany's claims,

Mr. OWEN. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arkansas
yield to the Senator from Oklahoma? :

Mr. ROBINSON. I yield to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, the statement which the Senator
from Arkansas is making is one that has very great importance
to the Senate itself and it ought to be understood. I think I am
justified in making a point of no quorum, because the Shantung
matter ought to be thoroughly understood by the Senate. There-
fore I make the point of no quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arkansas
yield for the purpose?

Mr. ROBINSON. I yield.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will eall the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Ashurst Harrison Moses Shields

Ball IHenderson Myers Simmons

Bankhead Hitcheock New Smith, Ariz.
‘apper Johnson, S. Dak, Newberry Smith, S, C.

Chamberlain Jones, N. Mex. Norris Smoot

Curtis Kellogg Overman Bpencer

Dial Kenyon Owen Sterlin

Erdge King Page Sutherland

Fletcher Kirby Phelan Thomas

Gay La Follette Phipps Trammell

Gerry Lenroot Pittman ‘Walsh, Mass.
ale Lodge Pomerene Walsh, Mont.
Harding MecKellar Robinson Warren
Harris McNary Sheppard

The VICE PRESIDENT. Fifty-five Senators have answered
to the roll eall. There is & quorum present.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, before the eall of the Senate
was ordered I had stated somewhat in detail that among the
many provisions contained in the treaty of peace now under
consideration by the Foreign Relations Committee of the Senate
none had been the occasion of more discussion and of greater
misunderstanding than the effect of the treaty respecting Japan’s
relations to Kiaochow. I had also stated that it is my object
in the remarks which I shall submit to the Senate to attempt
to state the true facts regarding the matter.

The years 1897 and 1898 marked an epoch in Chinese history.
The great powers—Great Britain, France, Russia, and Japan—
were seeking concessions from the Chinese Government and
threatening aggression in Chinese territory. This combined
pressure for concessions aroused strong antiforeign sentiment
throughout China and culminated in the Boxer rebellion of
1800 and the promulgation by the United States, with the ap-
proval of Great Britain, of the * open-door policy.”

OPEXN-DOOR I'OLICY DEFINED,

The * open-door policy " asserted the right of all nations to
equal commercial rights in China and the preservation of Chi-
nese territory from aggression by any power.

The Boxer rebellion manifested the antiforeign sentiment of
China by attacks on the legations of the various powers. The
rebellion was suppressed by the combined efforts of France,
areat Britain, Germany, Russia, Japan, and the United States,
The * open-door policy " was concurred in by the various na-
tions. China became suspicious of the good faith of all govern-
ments seeking concessions.

As a part of the movement of the nations mentioned to secure
concessions in China, Germany in 1896 undertook megotiations
for rights and privileges in the Kiaochow region. These nego-
tiations were unsuccessful. In the following year, 1897, Jjusti-
fying her action as a punitive measure against China for the
murder of two missionaries by residents of Shantung, Germany
dispatched a naval fleet to the Bay of Kiaochow and took pos-
session of its port, Tsingtau.

EOVEREIGN RIGHTS SECURED TO GERMAXY BY TREATY OF MARCH €, 1808,

March 6, 1898, Germany concluded a treaty with China by
which she acquired a lease for 99 years of both sides of the
entrance to the Bay of Kiaochow. There is some confusion as
to the area of this leased territory. The representative of the
National Geographic Society declares that it consists of only 123

square miles,” whereas other authorities assert that the total

land and water area leased is approximately 400 square miles. .
A zone of 50 kilometers (a little more than 30 miles in width)
surrounding the Bay of Kiaochow, designated by many writers
as a neutral zone, was also created. China reserved the rights
of sovereignty over this zone, but granted free passage through
it to German troops and also extended other privileges in the
zone to the German Government. China expressly agreed to
abstain from the exercise of any sovereign rights in the ceded
territory and agreed to the exercise of the same by Germany,

LYVIII—195

It has been stated by more than one Senator that by the treaty

‘Shantung with its 40,000,000 inhabitants is wrested from China

and presented to Japan. Shantung is a little larger than either
Towa or Wisconsin. It has a total area of 55,984 square miles
and a population estimated at 40,000,000,

The territory involved in this controversy is limited to a small
land area of approximately 200 square miles and an equal water
area. The population of Tsingtan in 1914 was estimated at
84,000. The total population of the leased area is approximately
200,000, This is one illustration of the inexcusable misrepre-
jsentations which have characterized the discussion of the sub-

ect.

Only a small portion of Shantung, embracing but 200,000 in-
habitants, is involved, and yet critics of the treaty declare that
the whole of Shantung, with its 40,000,000 people, is taken from
China and given to Japan. ¢

The confusion respecting the rights of sovereignty as defined
by ‘the treaty between China and Germany arises from a failure
to Qistmguish between the neutral zone and the ceded territory,
which embraced, according to what I believe the best authorities,
a land area of 208 square miles and a water area consisting of
the entire Bay of Kiaochow, of approximately 200 square miles
more.

China agreed that Germany might construct two railways and
operate mines within about 10 miles of the lines, one of which
was to extend from Tsingtau to Tsinganfu, a distance of 250
miles.

Let me call attention now to the terms of the treaty, which
make clear the distinction between the ceded territory and the
neutral zone, and which also define or throw light upon the
rights of sovereignty as expressed in the treaty :

ARTICLE 1. His Majesty the Emperor of China, guided by the intention
to strengthen the friendly relations between China and Germany, and at
the same time to increase the military readiness of the Chinese Empire,
engages, while reserving to himself alf rights of sovereignty in a zone of
50 kilometers (100 Chinese 1i) surrounding the Bay of Kiaochow at high
water, to permit the free passage of German troops within this zone at
any time, as also to abstain from taking any measures or issuing any
ordinances therein without the previous consent of the German Govern-
ment, and especially to place no obstacle in the way of any regulation of
the watercourses which may prove to be NECessary.

Thus you will see that while by article 1 China reserved the
rights of sovereignty in the zone, she agreed that as to the zone
she would not exercise that right in the making of ordinances
except with the consent of the German Government. That
relates solely to the status of the zone.

His Majesty the Emperor of China at the same time reserves to him-
self the right to station troops within that zone, in agreement with the
German Government, and to take other military measures,

Thus by article 1 the zone already mentioned was created, and
as to this zone China reserved the rights of sovereignty, but
granted to Germany frm passage of troops and the regulation
of watercourses,

Arrt. 2. With the intention of meeting the legitimate desire of His
Majesty the German Emperor that Germany, like other powers, should
hold a place on the Chinese coast for the repair and equipment of her
ships, for the storage of provisions and materials for the same, and for
other arrangements connected therewith, His Majesty the Emperor of
China cedes to Germany on lease provisionally for 99 years both sides of
the entrance of the Bay of Kiaochow. Germany engages to construct, at
a snitable moment, on the territory thus ceded, fortifications for the
{protection of the buildings to be constructed there and of the entrance

o the harbor. \

By article 3 China agrees to abstain from exercising rights
of sovereignty in the ceded territory and leaves the exercise
of the same to Germany. The language is as follows:

ARTICLE 3.

X ossibility of conflicts, the Imperial Chinese
Government will abstain from exercising rights of sovereignty in the
ceded territory during the term of the lease and leaves the exercise
of the same to Germany within the following limits :

1. On the northern side of the entrance to the bay :

The peninsular bounded to the northeast by a line drawn from the
northeastern corner of Potato Island to Loshan Harbor,

2. On the southern side of the entrance to the hay :

The peninsular bounded to the southwest of a line drawn from the
sonthwesternmost point of the bay lying to the south-southwest of
Chiposan Island in the direction of Tolosan Island.

3. The island of Chiposan and Potato Island.

4, The whole water area of the bay up to the highest watermark at
present known,

5. All islands lying seaward from Kiaochow Bay which may be of
meoriance for its defense, such as Tolosan, Chalienchow, ete.

The high contracting l“imrtivas reserve to themselves to delimitate
more accurately, in accord with local traditions, the boundaries of the
territory leased to Germany and of the 50-kilometer zone around the
bay, by means of commissioners to be appointed by both sldes.

Pursuant to that last clause, the territory leased was de-
limitated. I have had made the best map that is obtainable re-
specting the subject. The exterior boundary of the leased ter-
ritory, as finally delimitated, is a somewhat irregular line, the
greater portion of the land area being to the right of the bay

In order to avoid the
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entering it. The city of Tsingtan is embraced within the leased
territory. Outside of fhe leased territory, and as distinet from
it as two subjects can be, is the so-called neutral zone, approxi-
mately 80 miles in width, The interior boundary of the neutral
zone is more or less irregular, being the exterior boundary of
the ceded territory.

Thus it appears that as to the zone qualified sovereignty was
reserved in China, subject to certain rights and
privileges, while as to the eeded territory China expressly
agrees to abstain from exercising rights of sovereignfy and
‘leaves the exercise of the same to Germany.

The right of Germany to exercise sovereignty in the ceded
territory is made obligatory by the provision:

The Chinese population dwelling in the ceded territory sghall at all
times enjoy the protection of the German Government.

And so forth,

That sovereignty over the water area of the bay was vested
in Germany is conclusively shown by the language:

Chinese ships In the bay shall not be subject to any restrictions
other than those which the Imperial German Government, in virtue of
the rights of sovereignty over the whole of the water area of the bay
transferred to Germany, may at any time find it necessary to impose
with regard to ships of other nations,

What clearer proof of sovereign rights in Germany could
appear than these express provisions recognizing absolute rights
of sovereignty in the ceded territory, including both the land
find the water areas?

The language:

As regards the cstablishment of Chinese custom stations which
formerly existed outside the ceded territory but within the 50-kilometer
zone, the Imperial German Government intends to come te an agree-
ment with the Chinese Government—

and so forth, shows the plain distinction between sovereignty
in the zone and govereignty in the ceded territory.

The declaration made during debates in the Senate that no
sovereign rights passed from China to Germany by the treaty
and the statement also made in the Senate and elsewhere that
all sovereign rights were reserved by China is contradicted by
the express language and plain implications of the treaty itself.

LEGAL 'EFFECT OF THE TREATY,

1t is asserted by critics of the treaty that the compact be-
tween Germany and China is of sueh a nature that the decla-
ration of war against Germany by China had the effect of
abrogating its provisions and restoring to China all rights which
she had granted to Germany. Passing over for later consider-
ation the agreement of China to any arrangement which Japan
might make with Germany respecting these rights, which agree-
ment with Japan was made before China declared war, let us
consider whether even in the absence of any such agreement
with Japan the declaration of war by China wonld have
terminated German rights.

No exact precedent can be cited for the reason that the
convention of Mareh 6, 1898, in which China leased Kiaochow
to Germany and granted her sovereign rights within the leased
territory is the first instance in which the effect of such a
treaty has arisen.

An examination of the provisions of the treaty shows that
while the lease is for 99 years Germany is vested with the
exclusive right of government during that period, both as to
the water area and the land area leased. Germany, without
doubt, had the power and the right to establish a military and
a naval base in the leased territory. She would probably have
done this and she would have conducted military and naval
operations from Tsingtau if Japan had not rendered this im-
possible by driving the Germans out.

While the outbreak of war canceled political treaties of a
temporary nature between the belligerents it would seem that
such a treaty as that between China and Germany, in which
China agreed to accept the status of other nations with which
Germany was at peace, in so far as the leased territory is
concerned, would not be abrogated ipso facto by the outbreak
of war between China and Germany. At least, it may be as-
sorted that the status of the leased territory was such that
Gormany actually anticipated attack there by the Allies while
China remained neutral

JAPAN'S CLAIMS.

That Germany regarded her rights in Shantung as subject
to seizure by the allied nations at war with her is disclosed
by her efforts to anticipate their occupation of the leased ter-
ritory. Prior to the attack by Japan, Germany made frantic
efforts to effect a temporary transfer of the leased territory
‘and the railways to some mneutral power other than China.
This attempt on the part of Germany to preserve her rights
in Kiaochow was closely followed by the action of Japan, with
the knowledge and approval of France and England, in send-
ing to Germany the ultimatum of August 15, 1917, demanding

that Germany relinquish the leased territory and abandon all
claims in China. Undoubtedly Japan acted from the begin-
ning in concert with the enemies of Germany.

When Germany refused the ultimatum, Japan, on August 28,
declared war on Germany, and immediately blockaded Tsingtau.
Having seized the railway line and established a base at Lau-
shan, on the border of the leased territory, Japan laid siege to the
garrison of 4,600 German troops with an army of 20,000, and
after two months' hostilities received the surrender of Tsingtau.
She has remained in possession of the leased territory and of
the German property from the fall of Tsingtau, November 7,
1914, until the present.

When Japan attacked Germany in Kiaochow, China created
a war zone embracing the area of actual hostilities. Some
months after the surrender of the Germans to Japan, China
announced that this war zone would be abolished. Japan there-
upon submitted to China the 21 demands, some of which related
to Kiaochow, and after protracted negotiations the Chinese Gov-
ernment agreed to recognize any settlement which Japan might
make with Germany upon the restoration of peace respecting
the rights, interests, and concessions possessed by Germany in
the Provinece of Shantung.

The treaty concluded May 25, 1915, in so far as it relates to

the subject under discussion, is as follows:
TREATY RESPECTING THE PROVINCE OF SHANTUNG.
(8igned at Peking May 25, 1915.)

His Majesty the Emperor of Japan and His Exeellency the President
of the Republie of China, being desirous to maintain the general peace
of the Far East and to further strengthen the relations of amity and
good neighborhood existing between the two countries, have resolved
to conclude a treaty for that purpose, and to that end have named their
plenipotentiaries ; that is to ﬂ}y:

His Maje the ¥m r of Japan, Mr, Ekl Hioki, Jushil, second
class of mperial Order of the Sacred Treasure: His Majesty’s
envoy extraordinary and minister. plenipotentiary to the Republic of
China.ﬂlir. Lu Cheng-Hsiang, Chung-Ching, first class of the Order of
Chia-Ho,

Who, after having communicated to each other their respective full
powers, which were found to be in good and due form, have agreed upon
the following articles:

Ant. 1, The Chinese Government engage to recognize all matters
that may be agreed upon between the Japanese Government and the
German Government ecting the disFosl on of all the rights, inter-
ests, and concessions which, in virtue of treatles or otherwise, Germany
possesses vis-i-vis China in relation to the Provinece of SBhantung.

AnrT. 2. The Chinese Government engage that, in case they under-
take the construction of a railway conneeting Chefoo or Lungkow with
the Kiaochow-Tsinan Railway, they shall, in the event of Germany's
surrendering her right of providing mgltnl for the Chefoo-Weihsien
railway line, enter into negotiations with Japanese capitalists for the
purpose of financing the said undertaking.

ART. 8. The Chinese Government engage to of their own accord,
as early as possible, suitable eities and towns in the Province of Shan-
tung for the residence and trade of foreigners.

: AnT. 4, The present treaty shall take effect on the day of its signa-
ure.

The present treaty shall be ratified by His Majesty the Emperor of
Japan and by His Excellency the President of the ublic of China, and
tﬂ;a] ratifications thereof shall be exchanged at Tokyo as soon as pos-
sible.

In witness whereof the r tive plenipotentiaries have signed this
treaty, mdetti‘wuplamw in Japanese and in Chinese, and have here-

8.

unto seq
Done at Peking the 25th ang of the fifth month of the fourth year
of Taisho, corresponding to the 25th day of the fifth month of the

fourth year of the inauguration of the Republie of China.

[BRAL.] (Signed) Eg1 Hiokr,
Bte., Bie., Bic.
[sEAL.] (Signed) Lv Cnexc-Hs1ANG,

Ete., Ete., Ete.

Concurrently with the execution of the treaty a note wasissued
by the Japanese minister at Peking by which Japan agreed,
if given at the close of the war free disposal of the leased terri-
tory at Kiaochow Bay, to return the leased territory upon four
conditions. This note is as follows:

PeRING, May 25, 1915,

AMoxsigvr LE MINISTRE : In the name of the Imperial Government I
have the honor to make the following declaration to your excellency’s
Government :

If upon the conclusion of the present war the Ja es¢ Government
should be givem an absolutely free disposal of the leased territory of
Kiaochow Bay, they will return the said leased territory to China sub-
ject to the following conditions :

1. Opening of the whole of Kiaociow as commercial port.

9. Establishment of a Japancse settlement in the locality to be desig-
nated by the Japanese Government.

13. Pstablishment, if desired by the powers, of an international set-
tlement,

4. Arrangements to be made before the return of the said territory
is effected between the Japanese and Chinese Governments with respect
to the disposal of German public establishments and properties and with
regard to the other conditions and procedures.

1 awvail, ete.,

(S'fned) Ex1 Hioxr,
apancse Minister at Peking.
IIis excellency Mr. Lu CnExc-IIsiaxa,
Chinesc Minister for Foreign Affairs,
{Mr. Tm Cheng-Hsiang is now head of Chinese delegation at Paris.)
Thus is appears that Japan first obtained possession of the

ceded territory and of the German properties by act of war,
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and whi'e in possession of the same secured the agreement of
China 1 recognize any settlement which she might make with
Germany, upon the restoration of peace.

Subsequent events establish the faet that Japan, having
wrested by force from Germany the rights and properties of
whatever nature Germany acquired from China by the treaty
of March, 1898, and having secured China’s agreement to recog-
nize a cession of these rights and properties from Germany,
Japan negotiated with her allies, England, France, and Russia,
to secure their promise to support her claims to German rights
in Shantung.

JAPAN WILL RESTORE TERRITORY TO CIIINA.

The United States, through the Lansing-Ishii notes, agreed
that Japan, by reason of her proximity to China, has special
interests there, By the Lansing-Ishii agreement Japan unguali-
fiedly recognizes the right of China to territorial integrity.
Japanese statesmen have repeatedly reaffirmed the purpose to
return the eeded territory to China as soon as it can be accom-
plished in accordance with the provisions of the agreement be-
tween China and Japan. There can be no doubt that Japan is
bound by every consideration of honor and by executory obliga-
tions of unmistakable import to return this territory to China.

Viscount Uchidi, Japanese minister of forelgn affairs, in an
address on January 21, 1919, stated that Kiaochow would be
returned to China in accordance with the terms of the agree-
ment on May 25, 1915.

Baron 8. Goto, former minister of forelgn affairs for Japan,
made the same statement in New York May 6, 1919.

The Associated Press reports from Paris, April 30, 1919, are
to the same effect.

Baron Makino, one of the Japanese peace delegates, confirmed
this purpose on the part of Japan to restore the ceded territory
in an interview on April 30, 1919.

The Japanese ambassador issued the following statement :

[From the New York World, May 18, 1919.]

IsHIr BAYS JAPAN Favors OPEN CHINA—AMBASSADOR ALSO DECLARES
His Narroxy axp Uxitep Stares Have No CONFLICT IN INTERESTS,
DEsPITE TONE OF PRESS,

WASHINGTON, May 15.

*1 am an optimist about the relations between Japan and the United
States, whatever may be the tone of the press, because there is no real
conflict of interest.”

This statement was authorized to-day by Viscount Ishii, the Japanese
ambassador. The ambassador sald Japan is in hearty accord with Amer-
fca on the principle of the open door and equal opportunity, not only in
China but in Siberia also.

Discussing the relations between Japan and the United States,
Viscount Ishii said:

*The only important question now is especially in regard to the so-
called Shantung question. The best way to treat thls question is to
expose before the American public the true facts of the case, as the
faets explain themselves.

EXPLANATION OF SHANTUNG.

“In 1898 China granted to Germany a 99-year leasehold on Kiao-
chow, in tbe Province of Shantung. The lease included the Bay of
Kisochow and its surrounding district, together with mining conces-
sions along the Tsingtau-Ts Railway, which railway also was
granted to Germany. Thus Germany acquired from China fwo kinds of
concessions : First, the territorial leasehold, and, second, some conces-
gions of an economic character.

“After Japan had driven the Germans from the Shantung Peninsula,
following a two months’ siege, Japan took the initiative and offered to
surrender to China the German leasehold upon the transfer to Japan
by right, of conquest of the said leased territory being consented to by
G”manf in the peace conference. Japan's voluntary offer to restore
it to China, was, of course, of the greatest advantage to China, as
China was entirely powerless to recover by her own means her terri-
torlal sovereignty in Shantung for 75 years more.

WAS MOST ADVANTAGEOUS,

“The treaty of 1915 placed China in a ition to recover this lmtpor-
tant advantage without sacrificing either blood or treasure. Therefore,
the treaty of 1915 was not an unfair transaction, but was exceptionall
advantiageons from China's point of view. 8o far as the territorial
integrity of China is concerned, it is for these reasons entirely in favor
of China.

“ There remains a second kind of concession, the economic concession,
which Jann was to retain in her hands as in the days of German occu-
pation. Ifere again Japan's good will toward China went so far as to
offer to withdraw her eivil and military administration from the railway
zone by withdrawing troops and police forces and making the Tsingtau-
Tsinan Rnilwu{ a joint enterprise of Japan and China tead of an
absolutely foreign administration, as it was under German occupation.

* When Japan took possession of Kiaochow by force of arms in 1914,
China remained neutral. Japan's action in Shantung even met with
protest from China. Bince November, 1914, Japan has occupied Kiao-
chow and the rallway zone from that port to Tsinan, the capital of the
Provinee, by right of conquest. Three years afterwards—namely, in
1017—China declared war against Germany. But the declaration of
war remained on paper only, there being no German forces in China
then, and China having sent none of her forces abroad. China's declara-
tion of war could not possibly change the state of things which has
existed since 1914."

Mr. POMERENE. May I interrupt the Senator?

Mr. ROBINSON. Certainly.

Mr. POMERENE. The Senator from Arkansas hag referred
to the proposition which was made by the Japanese Govern-
ment to the Chinese Government, I think, in 1915,

Mr. ROBINSON. Yes, sir.

Mr. POMERENE. He has also referred to promises which
have been made since that time not only by Japanese statesmen
publicly but to a statement which was made by the Japanese
commissioners to the other peace commissioners whereby they
promised the return of this territory under the terms and con-
ditions to which the Senator has referred.

Mr, WILLIAMS. The treaty of 1915.

Mr. POMERENE. I say that preliminary to asking the ques-
tion: Has any peace commission ever made any statement to
the contrary or has any Japanese statesman ever made any
statement to the contrary or is there any information to the
effect that Japan does not intend to carry out these pledges
which she has made?

Mr. ROBINSON., It would be impossible, Mr. President, for
me to say that no statement has ever been made by any Japanese
statesman contrary to the statement which I have read. Okuma
is reputed to have made a statement at one time relating to the
rights which Japan claimed by virtue of having taken this ter-
ritory and property from Germany, in which it was asserted that
he had denied there was any obligation upon the part of Japan
to return the territory. I have not that statement. That re-
lated solely to the claim of Japan independent of the treaty and
based on conquest. -

If China insists upon breaching the treaty herself—the treaty
under which she has a right to the return of the property—
Japan will be compelled either to abandon her e¢laims there or
to rely upon her alleged conquest. If China breaches the treaty
by which Japan voluntarily agreed to return the leased terri-
tory, China, of course, can not imsist upon a return of the
territory under the treaty which she herself breaches.

I will now continue the statements made by Japanese states-
men touching the purpose of Japan to carry out the obligations
of the treaty of 1915, if permitted to do so.

The Marquis Kimmochi Saionji, in an interview published
in the Outlook in 1919, said:

Japan has solemnly promised to give back the leased territory of
Kiaochow and to restore Shantung to China in full soverelgnty, except
a little land at Tsingtao for establishing a Japanese settlement, and
Japan will keep her word. I do not need to defend that word from any
innuendo. Japan has always kept her international agreements and
her honor is above reproach,

The statement by Mr. Debuchl, chargé d’affaires, published
with comments by Mr. Oliver Owen Kuhn in a recent issue of
the Washington Evening Star, is fairly illustrative of the
Japanese viewpoint concerning this subject :

CHINA RESTORATION WITHIN SIX MoNTHS HOPE OF JAPANESE—SHAN-
TUNG BETTLEMENT CERTAINLY NOT LATER THAN YEAR, SAYS KATSUJT
DEBUCHI—NIPPON SEEKS T0O WORK WITH UNITED STATES IN IPAR
EAST—CHARGE D'AFFAIRES OF WASHINGTON EMBASSY DISCUSSES
PoSITION AND DESIRES OF H1s COUNTRY IN SHANTUNG.

(By Oliver Owen Kuhn,)

That Japan, if not within a period of six months, will be able per-
hnﬁs within one year to comply with the treaty provision with China
and restore Kiaochow and all heretofore German-controlled territory in
Shantung to China, is the opinion of Katsuji Debuchi, chargé d’affaires
of the Japanese Kmbassy in Washington.

In_ elaboration of Japan's position in Shantung, Mr. Debuchi, who
has been ca.rrylng the burden of embassy affairs since the departure
of Ambassador Ishii, made it clear that he has no desire to enter denials
of eharfes made by the Chinese for the mere sake of waging propaganda
in the interest of Japan, because some of his best friends are Chinese
statesmen of note. Neither did he wish to be placed in position of
replying directly to the char which have been made by certain Mem-
bers of the Senate in regard to far eastern affairs. He simply desired
to make the truth of the Shantung situation known to the American
people, for, with the truth known, much of the criticism now directed
against Japan might disappear. Mr. Debuchi was for a long period
connected with the Chinese division of the Japanese foreign office and
served in high official position at the Japanese lelgatlon in Peking.
He is thoroughly conversant with the cross tides of Chinese politieal
affairs and the international complications that have arisem in far
eastern events, particularly as they bear upon the relations of Japan
and China.

WANTS ONLY GOOD RELATIONS,

“There is a will of providence,” he said, “in the relations between
the United States. Japan, and China, all washed by the same waters of
the Pacific. Ja desires nothing more than perpetuation of the good
relationships between our country and the Unlted States. We desire not
to antagonize but only strive to work hand in hand with the United
States in the development of China. Japan’s special interest in China
has been recodgnised. Japan can not alone ever expect to develop China.
If China is developed as we would wish, it must be by the combined
effort and capital of the United States and Japan, who are in best
position to carry on this work. Japan only desires cooperation with
the United States in the bringing forward the wonderful resources of
China, a development which will react to the best interest of China
and the world at large.”

That Japan has made some mistakes in negotiations which have gone
on between Japan and China in the past is admitted by Mr. Debuchi,
Jjust as it hag been ndmtltedhhly Baron Makino and others of the Japanese
peace delegation in Paris. r. Debuchi cites the fact that the broadest
and most liberal viewpolnts of Japanese and world development along
democratic lines now are beld by the Governmént in power in Tokyo. In
this regard he said:

WILL KOT TRAMPLE IDEALS.

“1It is absurd to belleve that Japan is an autoeratic and militaristie
country which will ruthlessly trample down the ideals now set for world
civilization. Liberal and progressive movements are gaining in power




3088

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

JuLy 24,

in Japan—the present cablnet Is organized by the first commener, Mr,
]I{nm.pwhn formerly was a diplomat and chief editor of an influential
newspaper in Japan. The liberal policy already followed and that which
is about to be placed into effect in regard to China and Korea is well
known by everyone who has knowledge of affairs in the Far East.

“In regard to Shantung : Our Government. b{ treaty with China and
by declarations subsequent to its signing in 1915, will Teturn ‘the things
we have promised. And remember always—there has been much confu-
sion in the American mind—the resdl issues center about Kiaochow, and
when we speak of the Kiaochow we do not speak of Shantung.

“ Kiaochow has an aren of bnt 208 square miles and a population of
gsome 200,000, Shantung Province, which is about the size of the State
of Illinois, has 55,984 square miles and a population of 30,000.000.

“ Kiaochow, with Tsingtau, during the period of German occupation
was fortified by the Germans and Puhup works were erected for perma-
nent tenure. he port, by virtue of fortification, was constantly the sub-
ject of annoyance to all nations who wished to use it. It never, in the
accepted sense, was a free port. The Germans mmrlptely dominated
that territory, Civil and legal, ag well as jurisdictional, rights were kept
gtrictly in German hands. The rights.of the Chinese were ill eonsidered.
Chinese ever were ‘trampled upon.

ONLY WANTS AN OUTLET.

“As against this condition here is what Japan intends to do—all that
she desires to do in Klaochow and Shantung: .

* Japan wants the railways of Shantung ed, that the proflucts
which will he developed by joint internatio interests may find free
.outlet throngh Tsingtan, the eapital of Kisochow. Japan secks mothing
more,

“In the treaty negotintions between China and Japan, which paet
was signed at Peking May 25, 1915, the Japanese minister to China, Bkl
Hioki. in a letter transmitted to Ln Cheng-hsiang, the then minister of
foreign affairs of the Republic of China, said:

*+In the name of the Imperial Government 1 have the honor to make
the following declaration to your excellency's Government.

“¢ 1 mpon the conclusion of the present war the Japa
ment should be given absolutely free disposal of the leased ‘territory of
Kinochow Bay they will return the said leased territory to China, sub-
jeot to the following conditjons:

“s(Opening dof the whole of Kinochow as a commercial port.

“ ¢ Pgtablishment of a Japanese settlement in the locality to be des-
ignated by the Japapese Government,

“ “ Bgtablishment, if desired by the powers, of an international settle-
ment.

“sArrangements to be made ‘before the return of said territory s
pffected between the Jopanrcse and Chinese Governmenis with respect to
the disposal of German public establishments and properties and with
other conventions and procedure.’

“As T have stated,” continued Mr. Debuchi, * we desire the opening of
Hinochow as a commercial port for reansons which became plainly ap-
pparent during the period of German abuse.

QUESTION OF SETTLEMENT.

“TIn regarfl to the estnblishment of a Japanese settlement, we ask
mothing that is not granted by China to all other nationals, The word
“gettlement ' may be ‘misunderstood. In faet, it means nothing more
than the -sotting aside of a2 certain section for the homes of Japanese
nationals, and also for foreign natlonals, such, for instance, as is held
by the French at Shanghai. In these settlements the rights of Chinese
are always respected and in addition China always retains jurisdictional

wors,  For. instance, should arrests for crimes made within a
;{:‘.;nnch, Japanese, or British settlement. the malefactors are turned over
40 Chinese aunthorities for. punishment under Chinese laws. TWhile
asking for sneh a settlement, which Japan probably would desire to be
located In Tsingtau, Japan is ready also that there be an international
settlement here or elsewhere, where all nationals might find haven and
homes under occidental -conditions like in Shanghal.™

When asked as to whether or not such settlement conld not be the
base for Japanese infiltration through the whole Provinee of S8hantung
withi Rtiunmment control of Chinese and their institutions, Mr, Debuchi
replied :

“No. This is impossible. First of all because of the preponderant
«Chinese population. [Forthermore, we have no desire'to go further than
facilitate the commereial outlets throngh Shantung to the sea”

CONTROL OF RAILROADS.

In reference to Japanese control of the Tsingtan-Tsinan-fu Rallroad,
Ar. Debuchi declared :

“This line of communication, connecting with the British-German
Jine running from Peking to Nanking, wns completely under the domi-
mation of Germany durinz Teuton tenure in Shantung. TUnder the
new order Japan will not seek to retain exclusive privileges and control
over this railway, but the Chinese will share proportionately in its
direction and management. This line is only important to us in ‘that
it affords communication to the interior and a safe outlet for the de-
weloped: prodacts of China, which we, in cooperation with other nations,
hope for in the general process of rehabilitating the Chinese nation,

AMERICANS JOIN WITH JAPANESE.

“In connection with this I would like to point out one feature which
secms to have been forgotten. As I stated, the railway line from
Peking to Nanking is controlled by British and German capital. Run-
ming in close proximity to this railway is the Mientsin-Nanking Grand
Canal, costing millions of dollars, which is a joint concern between Amer-
fean and Japanese dnvestors, A great section of this waterway goes
througzh SBhantung.

“And now as to the return of Kiaochow and Shantung to the Chinese,

nese Govern-

I wish to state emphatically that Japan will earry .out her pledges

at fitﬁeﬂef,rliest possible moment. The treaty signed in Paris states
specifically :

“*Germany shall hand over to Japan within three months from the
coming Into force of the present treaty the archives, registers, l)lmm,
title deeds, and doeuments of every kind wherever they may be relating
to the administration, whether ecivil. military, finaneial, judicial, or
other,-of the territory of Kiaochow. Within the same period Germany
shall give particulars to Japan of all treatles, arrangements, or agree-
ments relating to the rights, title, or privileges referred to gi'n the pre-
ceding articles.’ s

“As you see, until Japan ean make sure of the vecords of Kiaochow
and be sure of the eradication of all German influence, until she ascer-
tains positively the true conditions pertaining to property Tights in
Kiaochow, Japan ean not proceed with her negotiations with China in a
businesslike way. These negotiations may last another three months,
and perhaps one year, but the American people may rest assured that
Chinese rights will be restored completely within that period.”

This is fairly illustrative of the Japanese viewpoint. This
statement reaffirms the declaration of other Japanese states-
men that Japan intends to return the leased territory to China
under the terms of the treaty of 1915 and peints out the fact
that it is impossible for her to return the leased territory im-
mediately, there being a provision in the treaty that certain
conditions shall be conformed to; one of them is that Germany
shall hand over to Japan all evidences of title and a statement
of all property in the ferritory involved.

ROOT-TAEAHIRA AGREEMENT.

The Root-Takahira * gentlemen's agreement” of November
30, 1908, bound the United States and Japan mutually to re-
spect the Pacific Ocean region possessions of the other and to
maintain the principle of equal opportunity for all nations in
the commerce of China.

The Lansing-Ishii agreement commits the United States to a
recognition of Japan’s special interests in China arising from
the close proximity of the two countries, and establishes the
immunity of China from territorial aggression by any nation.

The significant provision is as follows:

The territorial sovereignty of China nevertheless remains unim-
paired, and the Government of the United States has every confidence

‘in the repeated assurances of the Imperial Japanese Government that,

while geographical gition gives Japan such special interests, they
have no desire to discriminate against the trade of other nations eor
to disregard the commercial rights heretofore granted by China in
trenties with other powers.

The Governments of the United States and Japan deny that they have
any purpose to infringe in any way the independence or territorial in-
tegrity of China, and they declare, furthermore, that they always ad-
here to the prineciple of the so-called “open door”™ or equal oppor-
tunity for eommerce and industry in China.

Moreover, they mutually declare that they are opposed to the ac-

| guisition by any Government of any special rights or privileges that

would affect the independemce or territorial integrity of China, or
that woulid deny to the subjects or citizens of any coumiry the full en-
joyment of equal opportunity in the commerce and industry of China,

Oral assurances that Japan will execute its treaty with
China and restore the territory in Kiaochow to China were re-
peatedly given the peace conference by the Japanese delegates.

Thus by the so-called Lansing-Ishii agreement Japan and the
United States are both bound to the obligation to respect and
to safeguard the territorial integrity of China.

Japan is thus unalterably committed to the ebligation to re-
store the leased territory to China. No beneficial effect can re-
sult if we assume, as some have seemed to do, that Japan is
acting in bad faith and that she intends to break her treaty and
her promises to restore the territory to China. China ean bet-
ter afford to rely on her treaty rights for a return of the terri-
tory than to herself breach that treaty and thus proveke Japan
to insist upon her «<laim aecquired from Germany through con-
quest, for that involves mo obligation to restore the territory
before the expiration of the lease,

JAPAN'S SPECIAL INTERESTS IN CHINA.

The declaration in the Lansing-Ishii agreement that Japan
has special interests in China is supported by well-known cir-
cumstances—her proximity fo China and the probability that
hostile nations like Germany would secure military and naval
bases; the fact that Japan’'s largest external investments are
in China ; that she is exclnded from other hemispheres and has
no other field than China for expansion; that her trade and
enterprise have greatly increased China's exports and imports;
all these facts considered in connection with Japan's small
area, a little less than 170,000 square miles, and her enormous
population, establish conclusively Japan's right to engage in
Chinese commerce. Her national existence is dependent upon
certain Chinese products, including coal and iron. These facts
illustrate the importance to Japan of the commercial rights
which she will enjoy under the treaty with China after the
return of the leased territory to China.

SHOULD SUCH DURESS AS ENTERED INTO THE TEEATY BETWEEN CHINA AND
JAPAX INVALIDATE THE TREATY ?

It is said that China is a pacific and Japan a warlike nation
and that China was induced by fear of war with Japan to
enter into the treaty of 1915 agreeing to whatever arrangements
Japan might make with Germany concerning the property and
rights in Kiaochow. It is also claimed that it is not only the
duty of the United States fto refuse to recognize this treaty but
that we should treat it as utterly void because made under
duress,

This pesition seems inconsistent and indefensible. Every
commercial treaty of importance now in force between China
and European nations is the result of war or some other form
of duress. :

For centuries prior to 1842 China had existed in sublime isola-
tion, keeping eclosed to other nations every gateway to her com-
merce.  The English through the East India Co. had striven
to secure commercial opportunities in China, but these efforts
had met in large part with failure.
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It was only after a successful war against China that Great
Britain compelled a treaty ceding to her the island of Hong-
kong and opening to British trade five Chinese ports. (Horn-
beck Contemporary Polities in the Far East, p. 216.)

In 1854 Great Britain insisted upon access to the whole of the
Chinese Empire, and the American and French envoys were in-
structed by their Governments to cooperate with the British,
It became necessary-for the French and the British to resort
to force, and new treaties were executed in 1858 and 1860.
Great Britain, France, and the United States proceeded some-
what upen the theory afterwards set forth in the “ open-door
policy,” but Russia made a separate.treaty, obtaining special
concessions and privileges in Chinese ferritory contignous to
Siberia.  (Ib.,, pages 217 and 218.) Through all the years
that followed until the outbreak of the Boxer rebellion in-
creasing pressure from the outside was the means by which
China was at last compelled to yield other nations the op-
portunity to earry on commeree with her. It is our just boast
that the United States, while supporting a policy of inducing
China to yield to the demands of other nations for commercial
opportunities with her people, have never sought special rights
or privileges and have contended for equal opportunities for all
nations in the commerce of 3

This principle underlies the * open-door poliecy "’ and the
Root-Takahira agreement. The Lansing-Ishii agreement, as
already stated, recognizes that Japan has special interest in
China, but it expressly reaffirms the vight of China to terri-
torial integrity.

In view of the fact {hat the commercial relations of nearly
all nations with China are based on duress ih some form, and
in contemplation of the further fact that the most important
treaties now in force between the various nations are the out-
come of wars—which, of course, are the supreme manifestations
of duress—why should the claim that China was induced to
make the treaty with Japan through fear of war invalidate that
treaty, and all other treaties with China, many of which she
was compelled by war to execuie, be left in force?

If we go back into bistory and invalidate every treaty into
which duress has entered, chaos in international relations will
result.

Shall we assert that treaties tainted with duress in which
Japan is interested must be invalidated and at the same time
recognize IKnglish, French, and Russian compacts with the
Chinese Government—compacis, for fhe most part, extorted
through wars engaged in for the express purpose of compelling
China to yield? Shall we attempt to make one rule for Japan
and a totally different rule for other nations?

To ask the question is to answer it.

The treaty of 1915, under which Japan asserts that China is
estopped from claiming that German rights in Kinochow re-
verted when China declared war on Germany, can not be in-
validated through any arbitrary limitations of time we may
assert because of alleged duress and other treaties similarly
induced be left in foree. The United States alone ean not
create and put into effect an international statute of Hmi-
tations. :
WIAT IS8 THE EFFECT OF AGEEEMENTS DURIXG THE WAL TO HRECOGNIZE

TIHE RIGIATS OF JATAN TO OBTAIN CESEION FROM GERMANY?

Senators have expressed indignation at the agreement of
Great Britain and France during the war to support Japan in
her demands at the peace conference for the cession from Ger-
many of righis in Kiaochow. Perhaps the same criticisms
apply equally to the action of the United States following these
agreements in recognizing the special interests of Japan in
Chinn. It is said that they were all made primarily to en-
courage Japan to increased activities in the war, If it be true
that these agreements were entered into as war measures, the
obligation to carry out the agreements can not honorably be
escaped, even though some Senators may now believe that the
agreements should never have been made. If the nations con-
trolling the peace conference, to induce Japan to greater ac-
tivity in the war agreed to support her in demanding that Ger-
Jnany in the treaty of peace should cede all rights in Kiaochow,
that faet becomes of controlling importance and the nations
making such agreement must keep faith. They can not break
it without classifying themselves as unreliable.

Let me ask the Senators who have characterized this trans-
action as the most treacherous incident in history to view the
subject from the standpoint of the Allies at the fime the agree-
ments were made.

China had already made a treaty with Japan as to Kiaochow
which is far more beneficial to China than the German treaty
relating to rights in Kiaochow, for under the Japanese treaty
China is to recover back all territory leased as speedily as ar-
rangements {o that end can be effected, while under the treaty

with Germany the lease must continue until the end of 99
years from March, 1898,

.Japan was prompted to approach France, England, Russia,
and the United States because of their interest in maintaining
equality of rights for all nations in Chinese commerce and the
preservation of Chinese territorial integrity. Each of these.
nations had an inferest in the subject matter, an interest which
in general terms is expressed in the “ open-door policy ” and in
the more specific terms of the various treaties and concessions
in which some of them had established commercial relations
with China. In view of the fact that China had already agreed
with Japan concerning the subject, there could be no treachery
involved in the agreements by which the allied nafions signified
in advance their readiness to assent to the arrangement which
Japan had made with China.

In passing judgment on the subject now we must not forget
the actual conditions which existed when the agreements
characterized by some Senators as treacherous were made.
The erisis in the war was approaching, if not at hand. The
Allies were straining every resource to beat back the ever-
advancing forces of the enemy. There were battle lines 500
miles in length. Millions of allied soldiers were lurking in the
trenches. Millions were dying in the smoke and the thunder.
Millions more were staggering back from the battle fronts
wounded and hopeless, = Belgium's man power had been ex-
hausted. France was calling to the colors her boys and old
men. Great Britain was looking forward to the time when Ler
reserves must be exhausted. .

Japan, whose only direct interest in the war was the danger

of German aggressions in China, had been offered every induce-
ment by the central empires to cast her lot with them and
join in war against the Allies. Germany had tried to make
an alliance with Japan that the latter might make war on the
United States. Japan realized that she would be doomed by
any seitlement of the war which left Germany in possession
of Kiaochow, because of its proximity to Japan's own territory.
As Secretary Lansing said af the time the Lansing-Ishii agree-
ment was made :
. The removal of doubis and suspicions and the mutual declaration
of the new doctrine as to the Far East would be enough to make the
vigit of the Japanese mission to the United States historic and memor-
able, but it accomplished a further purpose which is of special interest
to the world at this time, in expressing Japan's earnest desire to eo-
operate with this country in waging war against the German Govern-
ment. The discussions, which cover the military, naval, and economical
activities to be employed, with due regard to relative resources and
ability, show the same spirit of sincerity and eandor which characterize
the negotintions resulting in the exchange of notes,

Japan’s pelicy and the course of this Government in recogniz-
ing the special interests of Japan in China, while at the same
time expressly safeguarding Chinese territory against aggres-
sion, were not criticized at the time. They were almost uni-
versually approved by the people of the United States as wise
and effective. The arrangement marked the doem of the hopes
of Germany for a separate peace with Japan and through the
latter's influence to secure cooperation from China. It is not
just or fair, now that the war has ended and we are enjoying
the results of the iransaction, fo criticize it as an act of
treachery.

When the fate of civilization was trembling in the balance,
when Germany was using every power she possessed to induce
Japan to make a secret treaty with her, a separate treaty of
peace, a poliey was pursued by Great Britain, France, and the
United States which cemented Japan to the cause of the Allies.
I believed then and I still think that this policy was just, wise,
and necessary. Let Senators who made no protest at the time
remain silent now, instead of using their power and prestige in
the circulation of propaganda calculated to delay or prevent
the ratification of the treaty, and recognize the obligation to treat
hoth China and Japan with fairness. Let them remember that
Japan has given her pledge to earry out her treaty with China
and restore the ceded territory. If they will but perform: this
act of simple justice they can not characterize as treacherous the
arrangement between the powers by which the Kiaochow ferri-
tory was taken by Japan in the early stages of the war from
Germany and which will be voluntarily returned to China by the
Japanese Government.

In the press to-day I have read statements to the effect that
the Japanese Government may shortly issue another statement
regarding ifs purpose to return the ceded territory. Whether
an additional statement is made or not, Japan is bound by her
solemn treaty with Ching of May 25, 1915, to vestore the ceded
territory. Senators who take every opportunity to denounce

Japan should remember that Japan has never indicated a pur-
pose or desire to breach that freaty.
it is her purpose to carry it out,

She has always declared
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The influences now at work to cause China to hold out in
repudiating ler treaty with Japan and to create prejudice
throughout the United States against Japan do not appear
caleulated to result in benefit to either China or this country.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, before the Senator from
Arkansas sits down, I wish to ask that he indicate to the Senate
and to the country, if he can, the enormous difference which
must exist between our not having found it disgraceful to let
Germany take all of these benefits and a little bit more in pay-
ment of the moh assassination of a couple of missionaries, while
later on we find it perfectly treacherous and dishonorable to
let Japan recover from China, after having spent money and
sacrificed soldiers’ lives, a part of what we tamely permitted
Germany to take from China.

Mr. ROBINSON. We not only submitted to it but we actually
approved it.

The then Secretary of State, Mr. Hay, actually expressed his
gratification at the assurance that the German acquisition of
rights, privileges, and territory in Kiaochow would not inter-
fere with American rights in China.

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HitcHcock] has already
called attention to that document.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I want to ask the Senator from Arkansas
whether he remembers or not if the senior Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Lopce] was then a member of the Senate and
was on the Foreign Relations Committee; whether he remem-
bers or not if the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BRANDEGEE]
was then a Member of the Senate; if he remembers whether
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] was then a Member
of the House of Representatives; and if he remembers or not
whether either one of these ever raised his voice against the
rape of Shantung Peninsula or part of it from China by Ger-
many ?

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, it is true that the Senator
from Massachusetts was a Member of the Senate and a mem-
ber of the Foreign Relations Committee at the time Germany
made her treaty with China and acquired rights in Shantung
on March 6, 1898. T never heard of his making any protest.

Mr. WILLIAMS. And those rights were equal to those ac-
quired by Japan now, if not greater.

Mr. ROBINSON. Certainly. As to whether the Senator
from Connecticut had entered the Senate at that time I am
not certain. I think, however, he was still a Member of the
House of Representatives, as were the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Norris] and I; also the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I wish to ask the Senator from Arkansas
one more question, and then he can answer all of my ques-
tions together. Does the Senator reckon it is possible that the
senatorial wolves who are now after the Wilson lamb were
rather afraid to raise an issue with Germany which they are
now not afraid to raise with the President of the United
States? Does the Senator reckon that that could have been
possible?

Mr. ROBINSON.

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; I thought not.

Mr, ROBINSON. Mr. P'resident, in further answer to the in-
quiry of the Senator from Mississippi, I want to refer somewhat
in detail to a document issued by the State Department, Wash-
ington, September 6, 1899, just following the treaty by which
Germany had aecquired her alleged rights in Kiaochow. The
United States Government raised no protest either in China's
behalf, Japan's behalf, or in behalf of the open-door policy——

Mr. WILLIAMS. Or of civilization and humanity.

Mr. ROBINSON. Or of civilization and humanity. When
Germany took possession of Tsingtau and compelled the execu-
tion of the treaty by China which I have mentioned, the Govern-
ment of the United States, through the then Secretary of State,
John Hay, in a document dated Washington, September (G, 1899,
said :

At the time when the Government of the United States was informed
by that of Germany that it had leased from His Majesty, the Emperor
of China, the port of Kiaochow and the adjacent territory in the lp’iov-
inee of Shantung, assurances were the ambassador of the
Unlted States at Berlin by the Imperial German Minister for Forelgn
Affairs that the rights an privl]eges insured by treatles with China to
eitizens of the United States would not thereby suffer or be in anywise
impaired within the area over which Germany had thus obtained control.

The document is quite lengthy. Let me read one more para-
graph:

The liberal policy pursued by His Imperial German Majesty in de-
claring Kiaochow a free port and In aiding the Chinese Government in
the establishment there of a customhouse are so clearly in line with the
proposition which this Government is anxious to see recognized that it
entertains the strongest hope that Germany will give its acceptance and
hearty support.

Mr. WILLIAMS. One more question, and then I shall worry
the Senator from Arkansas no longer,

Oh, no.

ven to

being directly concerned.

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from Mississippi is not worry-
ing me; he is instructive and entertaining.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does the Senator know whether Woodrow
Wilson instructed John Hay to write that note?

Mr. ROBINSON. Of course, every Senator knows who was
then President of the United States.

Mr, WILLIAMS. I ask the question for this wvaason: Some
Senators seem to think that Woodrow Wilson has been guilty of
everything that has occurred in China in the way of the rape of
the Shantung Peninsula, and I wanted the people outside of
the Senate to know that he did not instruet John Hay to write
that note, unless he did. -

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I thank Senators for the
very courteous attention with which they have followed me
during the course of this discussion. I felt, after a somewhat
careful investigation of the question, that it was clouded with
confusion and misrepresentation. If my remarks have con-
tributed in any degree to relieve the subject from those embar-
rassing influences I am highly compensated for my effort.

CALLING OF THE ROLL.

Mr. CURTIS. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jouxsox of California in
the chair). The Secretary will call the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Ball Jones, N, Mex. Nugent Smith, 8, ¢,
Capper Kellogg Page Smoot
Chamberlain Kin Phelan Spencer
Cummins Kirby Phipps Sutherland
Curtis La Follette Pittman Swanson
Dial Lenroot Pomerene Thomas
Fletcher McCumber Robinson Walsh, Mass,
Iy McEKellar Shep’p.ﬂnl Walsh, Ment.
Harrison Moses Shields Warren
Henderson New Simmong Williams
Hitcheock Newberry Smith, Ariz.

Johnson, Calif. Norris Smith, Ga.

Mr. SHEPPARD. The Senator from Florida | Mr, TrRaMMELL],
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Worcorr], the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Saire], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Asuuvrst], and the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. StaNiey] are
necessarily detained on official business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty-six Senators have an-
swered to their names. There is not a quorum present. The
Secretary will eall the names of absent Senators.

The Secretary called the names of the absent Senators, and
Mr. RaxsperL responded to his name when called.

Mr. Owexs, Mr, Harg, Mr. Feryarp, Mr. ELxins, Mr. McNany,
Mr. Fraxce, and Mr. Kxox entered the Chamber and answered
to their names,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-four Senators have an-
swered to their names., There is a quorum present.

LEAGUE OF NATIONS.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, it is very unfortunate that
there is not a clear understanding throughout the country of
what the real issue is in the Senate upon the league of nations.
The couniry ought to know that with very few exceptions the
Members of this body, irrespective of party, are in favor of a
league of nations, and the country ought to know that with very
few exceptions the Republican Members of the Senate are in
favor of the league now proposed, provided reservations are
made protecting the rights and interests of the United States.
The subject matter of these reservations I shall discuss before
I conclude.

I sincerely hope that the Committee on Foreign Relations, to
whom the treaty has been referred, will make a report to the
Senate very soon. It is very desirable that the country should
know as soon as possible what the issues are in the controversy.
I am satisfied that when that report is made the country will
see that the issue in the Senate is not whether we shall join a
league of nations, and that the only question is to what extent
in joining such a league the United States shall surrender its
rights and independence of action with relation to refraining
from war in the future.

That a league or concert of nations following this World War
ig desirable seems so clear as not to permit of argument. Any-
thing that we can do to prevent future wars and at the same
time preserve our own liberties and independence should be done.
With those who argue that the day of isolation and indifference
to foreign affairs by the United States is past, I agree. Never
again, league or no league, alliance or no alliance, will the United
States sit by and watech a world war raging with its President
advocating that our people be “ neutral in thought as well as in
name,” nor at such a time will his chief claim for reelection be
that “ He kept us out of war.” We know now that no nation
can through war set out to dominate the world without our
We know now that from August, 1914,
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our own independence and our own liberties were at stake and
that it was pecessary for us to enter the war with Germany to
preserve them,

In this connection I must fake occaslon to say that President
Wilson's statement, in presenting the treaty to the Senate, as to
ihe cause of our entering the war is exactly contrary to the fact.
This is his language:

The United States entered the war upon a different footing from
every other nation, except our associates on this side of the sea. We
entered it not because our material interests were threatened
or becnuse any special treaty or obligations to which we were parties
had been violated.

As against this statemrent I quote the words of the President
himself immediately preceding and immediately following our
entrance into the war.

On February 3, 1917, two months before our war declaration,
in his address to Congress, he said:

We do not desire any hostile conflict with the Imperial German Gov-
ernment. We are the gineere friends of the German people and earnestly
desire to remain at peace with the Government which speaks for them.
We shall not believe that they are hostile to us unless and until we are
obliged to believe it, and we purpose nothing more than the reasonable
‘defense of the undoubted rights of our people.

On April 2 in his war message he said:

With: a profound sense of the solemn and even tragical character of
the ste .am taking and of the grave responsibilities which it in-
volves, but in unhesitating obedlence to what I deem my constitutional
duty, I advise that the Congress declare that the recent course of the
Imperial German Government to be in fact nothing less than war against
the Government and the people of the United States.

One more quotation from President Wilson upon the subject
of whether our material interests were directly threatened. On
Juue 14, 1917, a little more than two months after we entered
the war, in his Flag Day address, he said :

It is plain enough how we were forced into the war. The extraordi-
nary insults and aggressions of the Imperial German Government left
us no self-respecting choice but to take up arms in defense of our
%hts as a free people and of our honor as a sovercign Government.

1e military masters of Germany denied us the right to be neutral.
They fllled our unsuspecting communities with vicious spies and con-
ﬁ]!]m]t{ors and sought to corrupt the opinion of our people in their own

AL,

When they found they could not do that, their agents diligently

read sedition amongst us and sought to draw our own citizens from
:Eeir alle; ce, and some of these agents were connected with the
official embassy of the German Government itself here in our own Capital.
They sought by violence to destroy our industries and arrest our com-
merce, hey tried to incite Mexico to take up arms against us and to
draw Japan into a hostile alllanée with her, and that not by indirection
but by direet suggestion from the foreign office in Berlin. They im*m-
dently denied us the use of the high seas, and repeatedly executed
their threat that they would send to their death any of our people who
ventured to approach the coasts of Europe.

And yet in the face of these statements, true statements made
by President Wilson when we entered the war, he now says that
it was not because our material interests were directly threat-
ened. The fact is exactly the contrary, and it was primarily
because they were directly threatened that he asked Congress
to declare the existence of a state of war with Germany, and
Congress complied.

No man in publie life or in private life, except President Wil-
son, will declare that our war declaration would have been
made in April, 1917, if our material interests had not been
threatened by Germany. YWe entered the World War pri-
marily to save the liberties and the independence of the United
States of America, threatened by Germany, and any statement to
the contrary by whomsoever made is not correct. It is a fact,
also, that special treaty obligations had been violated by Germany.
‘Our treaty of 1828 with Germany had been so grossly violated
by her that on March 20, 1917, before we entered the war,
Secretary Lansing wrote the minister of Switzerland, in charge
of German affairs, a note, the coneluding paragraph of which is
‘as follows:

I feel constrained, in view the circumstances, to add that this Gow-
croment is eerlously considering whether or not the treaty of 1828
and the revived articles of the treaties of 1785 and 1799 have not been
in effect abrogated by the German Government’'s flagrant violation of
their provisions, for it would be manifestly unjust and inequitable to
require one party to an agreement to observe its stipulations and permit
the other ty to disregard them. It would u'ppear that the mu\?:ality
of the undertaking has been destroyed by the German authorities.

Mr. President, I have thus referred to the cause of our
entering the war solely because of its bearing upon the obliga-
tions which we should assume in the league of nations,

President Wilson lays great stress upon the expectations that
had been created in the minds of our associates by our entry
into the war. If we had gone in with no special grievance of
our own, if, as the President now contends, it was not becanse
our material interests were directly threatened, if we had gone
In primarily to help other peoples and not to protect ourselves,
then the President's argument that a continuing obligation
rests upon us to protect all of the peoples engaged for all time
to come with all our resources and all our man power has

force, but if on the other hand we went in to protect America
primarily, but in so doing rendered a service to all mankind,
then we are free to determine for ourselves to what extent we
shall obligate ourselves to further protect and assist our as-
sociates in the World War,

I assert that all of our associates well knew that we went to
war primarily to protect our own interests, They knew that
the President of the United States and the Congress had per-
sistently refused to become involved unless it became necessary
to protect Amerieca. They well knew that President Wilson
had secured his reelection in November, 1916—when the
European war had been raging for more than two years—
upon the slogan * He kept us out of war.”

Mr. President, I voted for war because I believed it neces-
sary to save America. I would have had no right to vote for
war for any other reason, after the Democratic vietory in
November, 1916. If is clearer now than it was then that we
were right in the action then taken, and we all rejoice with
President Wilson that our armies have not only saved America
but have been instrumental in bringing liberty to millions of
oppressed peoples who for centuries had longed for freedom
but had all but abandoned hope of securing it,

The eloguent tribute of President Wilson to the American
soldier finds a response in every American heart, but, Mr.
President, our boys fought and died for America, for home and
native land, to preserve here in America the liberty and inde-
pendence won for them from Bunker Hill down through the
years upon many battle fields, and so, Mr. President, in the
consideration of this treaty we have the right, nay, not only
the right but it is our duty, to consider America first, for it
was for America first that our soldiers went across the sea to
fight and to die.

In passing I will call one more witness to prove that we did go
to war with Germany Dbecause our material interests were
directly threatened, a gentleman who has suddenly become a
great authority in some gquarters., I refer to ex-President Taff.
Last December he said “We were forced in to defend our
rights on the seas, That is what we went in for,” -

As I have said, Mr. President, I have referred to this only
to show that in considering the interests of America first we
are not violating any obligation to our associates in the war,
and we are absolutely free to consider first the inferests of the
United States. But we rejoice in the fact that in preserving
our own liberties we have assisted in bringing liberty to other
peoples. We should continue to help and to protect them from
injustice, but whatever we do in this regard should be under-
stood as voluntarily undertaken upon our part and not because
of any obligation to do so, and this distinction is very important
in considering the league of nations.

THE 14 POINTS.

I next wish to consider briefly the 14 points, and for the
same reason that I have discussed the causes of our entry
into the war. If the 14 points have been the guiding stars in
this peace treaty, if we have indeed a peace of justice, then
we can and should go further in entering a league of nations
to preserve that peace than we should if the 14 points have
been violated. No one will, I think, contend that we should
agree to perpetually protect with the lives of our boys and with
our resources a peace any part of which is unjust and wrong,
and T shall assume, as President Wilson has done, that the 14
¥oilnts marked the line of a just peace so plain that all could

ollow.

I now propose to take up each one of these 14 points and
apply them to the treaty which we have before us. But before
doing so permit me to say that I am not criticizing President
Wilson for not succeeding in securing a treaty in aceord in all
respects with his 14 points. T think I recognize as fully as
anyone the diffienlt task of President Wilson at Paris. T be-
lieve he went there determined to do his utmost to secure a
league of nations and the application of his 14 points to the
terms of peace. That he failed is not surprising, for the fact
is that of all the principal nations around the peace table at
Paris there was but one that had no selfish aims, that sought
no material advantage for itself, and that nation was the
United States.

Indeed, if President Wilson is to be criticized at all it is be-
cause while other nations were striving to secure material ad-
vantages for themselves President Wilson was striving to place
obligations upon the United States for the benefit of other na-
tions. As has been said elsewhere, while other nations were
striving to secure assets for themselves President Wilson was
striving to secure liabilities for the United States. But in seek-
ing no material advantages for ourselves, he fruly represented
the people of the Nation. We desire neither territory nor in-
demnity out of this war. Our only desire is peace and security
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for ourselves and peace and security for free, liberty-loving peo-
ples all over the world. ; :

Is, then, this peace treaty in accord with the 14 points of
President Wilson? In his Christmas address to the soldiers in
France he said: : .

- It happened that it was the privilege of America to present the chart
for peace, and now the process of settlement has been rendered com-
paratively simple by the fact that all the natlons concerned have ac-
cepted that chart and the application of the prineiples laid down there
will be their application. ; :

If the nations, Mr. President, did accept this chart, that ac-
ceptance abrogated all secret treaties—the Japanese-English
treaty, the Ttalian-English treaty, and the provisions of all other
treaties in conilict with this chart of peace. :

Mr. President, I listened with great interest this afternoon to
the defense made by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr, Ropinsox]
of the rape of Shantung. He placed practically his whole de-
fense upon the ground that the Allies—England and France—
had made a treaty with Japan that Japan should have Shantung,
and they could not therefore in honor decline to carry out that
treaty. But, Mr. President, if these 14 points mean anything,
if they were accepted by all of these other nations, including
Japan, as President Wilson says they were accepted, the accept-
ance of them abrogated the treaty between Japan and England
and France, There ecan be no question about it.

The Senator also pointed to the fact that the United States
had recognized the German lease of Shantung and Kiaochow ;
but I want to call the attention of Senators upon the other side
to the fact that although China has been despoiled by others
than Japan, as stated by the Senator from Arkansas, up to this
good hour the United States never has guaranteed, as it proposes
to do in this league of nations, to defend by all the man power
in the United States any of those treaties.

The first of the 14 points is: “ Open covenants of peace, openly
arrived at, after which there shall be no private international
understandings of any kind, but diplomacy shall proceed always
frankly and in the public view.”

That this point has been flagrantly violated in the peace con-
ference and in the provision of the treaty is too plain for argu-
ment. Secret diplomacy is nowhere prohibited, and it is not
even required that the sessions of the league of nations, in
either assembly or executive council, shall be open to the publiec.
The only part of this point that finds any place in the treaty is
the requirement that all international engagements thereafter
made shall be made public. This is a great gain if adhered to
by the nations, but secret diplomacy. intrigue, and plotting in
international relations is nowhere forbidden.

The second point reads: * Absolute freedom of navigation upon
the seas, outside territorial waters alike in peace and in war,
except as the seas may be closed in whole or in part by inter-
national action for the enforcement of international covenants”

This point was wholly abandoned at the peace conference,
As to its importance I quote President Wilson in his address
to the Senate on January 22, 1917:

And the paths of the sea must alike, in law and in fact, be free.
The freedom of the seas is the sine qua non of peace, equality, and
cooperation. No doubt a somewhat radical reconsideration of many
of the rules of international practice hitherto thought to be established
may be necessary In order to make the seas free and common in
practically all circumstances for the use of mankind, but the motive
for such changes is convincing and compelling. ‘There can be no
trust or Intimaey between the peoples of the world without them. The
free, constant, unthreatened interconrse of nations is an essential part
of the process of peace and of development. It need not be difficult
either to deflne or to secure the freedom of the seas if the govern-
i:g’etnitts of the world sgincerely desire to come to an agreement concern-

Thus President Wilson, on January 22, 1917, stated the para-
mount importance to a durable peace of the freedom of the
seas, and yet, on the demand of Great Britain, this point was
wholly abandoned at the peace conference, I do not doubt that
it was abandoned with the greatest reluctance by President
Wilson. I think the fact is that Great Britain absolutely re-
fused to consider it in the peace conference. President Wilson
is reported to have said that this point was a joke upon him;
that he had not considered that with a league ‘of nations there
wotld be no neutrals to whom the freedom of the seas could ap-
ply in time of war. The President must have been misquoted
upon this, because the league of nations does clearly contem-
plate neutrals in time of war, for under its terms if two na-
tions submit a dispute to the executive council, and that counecil
does not come to a unanimous decision, the nations involved
are at liberty to go to war three months after the action of the
council, and surely the other nations not parties to the dispute
will be neutrals to whom the freedom of the seas would apply
if it had not been abandoned, if political independence or terri-
torial integrity is not invelved.

The third point is: “The removal, as far as possible, of all
economie barriers and the establishment of an equality of trade

conditions among all the nations consenting to the peace, and
associating themselves for its maintenance.”

This point is very vague, and the President, as far as I know,
has never explained what he had in mind in proposing it. It
may be said, however, that article 23 of the league of nations
covers this point except as to Germany.

The fourth point is: “Adequate guaranties given and taken
that national armaments will be reduced to the lowest possible
point consistent with domestic safety.”

This point is clearly violated in the peace treaty. The only
guaranties required are from enemy countries and nations to
be invited to join the league. But as to the nations forming
the league there are no guaranties whatever. There is merely
a declaration that armaments should be so reduced, and the
conncil shall formulate plans for such disarmament, which each
nation is free to accept or reject, as it may choose.

Mr, KING. Mr. President, will the Senator submit to an
interrogation? i

Mr. LENROOT. I yield for a question.

Mr. KING. As I understand the Senator, his position is that
the league, with respect to the point just discussed, is not suffi-
ciently drastic; that it ought to have compelled the nations
signatory to the agreement to have disarmed or to have reduced
their armament to a limit therein stated? i

Mr. LENROOT. 1 think there should have been an agree-
ment.

The fifth point reads: “A free, open-minded, and absolutely im-
partial adjustment of all colonial claims, based upon a striet
observance of the principle that in determining all such ques-
tions of sovereignty the interests of the populations concerned
must have equal weight with the equitable claims of the Govern-
ment whose title is to be determined.”

This point, all must concede, is flagrantly violated in the peace
treaty. In the case of Shantung the treaty expressly confirms
the title of Japan as a receiver of stolen property; and since
listening to the defense of the Senator from Arkansas I find no
occasion to change that statement in the slightest degree.

In addition, as the treaty now stands, the United States is to
become the owner of an undivided one-fifth of all of Germany’s
former colonies. Upon my first reading of the treaty I did not
realize this, but upon my attention being called to it by the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Farr] I have reexamined it,
and there can be no doubt that this is the fact. In other words,
Germany renounces in favor of the United States, Great Britain,
France, Italy, and Japan all of her right, title, and interest to
all her colonies. I shall not upon this occasion discuss this at
length. I refer to it now only for the purpose of showing that
this point has clearly been violated.

The sixth point demands the evacuation of IRlussian territory
and makes declaration of a Russian policy. If the evacuation
demanded refers to enemy troops alone, the peace treaty com-
plies with this point; otherwise not. However, the situation in
Russia is and has been so chaotie that it is fair to say that it has
not been possible to apply the prineciples of this point to the
treaty.

The seventh point relates to Belgium, and the peace treaty is
wholly in accord with this point. The same is true of the eighth
point, which refers to French territory and Alsace and Lorraine,

The ninth point reads: “A readjustment of the frontiers of
Italy should be effected along clearly recognizable lines of
nationality.”

The application of this point is still undetermined, for the
freaty now before us does not attempt to fix the frontiers of
Italy. This will come to us in the treaty with Austria and
other treaties, but there is grave danger that when made they
will not be in compliance with this point.

The same observations should be made of the tenth point,
relating to Austria-Hungary ; the eleventh point, relating to the
Balkan States; and the twelfth point, relating to the Turkish
Empire.

The thirteenth point relates to the independence of Poland,
and the treaty before us is, I believe, in the main in compliance
with this point.

The fourteenth point reads: “A general association of nations
must be formed under specific covenants for the purpose of af-
fording mutnal guaranties of political independence and terri-
torial integrity to great and small States alike.”

The league of nations is the response to this point; which I
shall now discuss.

I have thus, Mr, President, referred to the 14 points and
their application to the present treaty, We find that of the 14,
4 have been clearly violated in the treaty, 6 have been complied
with, and 4 are not included at all, because they relate to matters
not covered by this treaty.

Therefore, at this time, of the 14 points only 6 have been com-

| plied with, leaving 8 either violated or undetermined.




1919.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

3093

Mr, President, I have examined these 14 points in this con-
nection for the same purpose that I discussed the causes of our
entry into the war, namely, to ascertain to what extent we were
obligated to sacrifice our own liberty of action in a league of
nations. If these 14 points had been fully complied with, inas-
much as they were proposed by President Wilson and accepted
by all the other nations engaged in the war, I concede that if
they had been faithfully carried out we would be under some
obligation at least to guarantee a peace made in accord with
their principles. But if they have not been carried into the
treaty in good faith—and I have shown that they have not—
then we are under no obligations to perpetually guarantee the
observance of the peace that has been made. Whatever we do
in this respect must be regarded as a voluntary act upon our
part, and we are entirely free to give first consideration to the
interests of the United States.

I wish to state again that, with the exception of the disposi-
tion of Shantung, I do not believe that President Wilson should
be eriticized for the failure to secure the application of his 14
points. Most of our associates in the war were not actuated by
the high ideals set forth in the 14 points. They aeemed rather
to follow—

The good old {)lan
That they shall tanke who have the power,
And they shall keep who can.

Nor should we too severely condemn our associates for the
course they have pursued. Human nature is still selfish. Great
Britain, Franee, and Italy had suffered terribly by the war, and
it was perhaps too much to expect of them that they would
willingly make great sacrifices of power or advantage for the
sake of an experimental world peace. The distinguished diplo-
mats aroand the peace table were very practical men; that is,
with the exception of those representing the United States,

We have no reason to believe that upon the creation of the
league of nations there will be a sudden revolution in the
ideals of these associates, and that in itself furnishes one of the
strongest reasons why we should be very careful in entering
into a partnership with them and should scrutinize very care-
fully what obligations we sha‘l assume.

I have said nothing concerning whether the terms imposed
upon Germany are in accord with the 14 points. It is a hard
peace for them, a terrible price for them to pay for their at-
tempt to conquer the world, but evidently the peace conference
believed hard terms were necessary to proteet the world from
future aggression by Germany. Whether the terms imposed are
more liable to provoke war in the future than insure peace, I
shall not discuss to-day.

THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS.

I now come to the consideration of the covenants of the
league of nations, and I approach it from the standpeint which I
have tried to establish that we should consider them freed from
any obligations to other nations, and are at liberty to determine
our action with respect to them solely in accord with what we
deem to be the best interests of the United States and the wel-
fare of all mankind. Whatever obligations we assume with re-
gard to other peoples we will assume voluntarily and unselfishly,
not because there is any preexisting obligation to assume them.

On February 28 last I addressed the Senate upon the league
of nations as it was then proposed. I then discussed at length
six principal objections to the proposed constitution: -

1. Inequality in voting power.

2. The obligations of article 10.

3. The ambiguity as to whether a unanimous vote was re-
quired to make an award in a dispute between members of the
league.

4. Compulsory mandatories.

5. The jurisdiction of the league over domestic guestions.

6. Absence of any right of withdrawal.

The amendments subsequently made at Paris removed the
third and fourth objections and greatly lessened the fifth and
sixth objections. I shall discuss these as I proceed.

I stated then, and T am convinced now, that we should enter
a league of nations to help preserve the peace of the world, and
gmt the plan proposed is a great forward step in this diree-

on.

I shall not take the time to discuss the plan of the organization
of the league, for it is familiar to us all and to the country.
The inequality in voting power still remains and is objection-
able ; but since it has been made clear that unanimous action is
required in all cases of disputes between nations, and, indeed,
in nearly all of the transactions of the council and the assembly,
I do not think the inequality in voting power should be an
objection to ratification.

I believe the United States can and should be protected hy
proper reservations, and with such reservations the league may

be of great value in preventing future wars and securing a
better understanding between nations.

To my mind the greatest value of the league will be in the
covenants not to go to war before submitting a dispute over
international questions to arbitration or the league, and not
until three months after the award of the arbitrators or the
recommendation of the executive council or the assembly. With
this covenant there can be no war suddenly arising over an
honest dispute. The natlons will have time to cool off; to deliber-
ate, and there will be opportunity for the friendly offices of
other nations,

Of course, if any nation or group of nations determine upon
wars of conquest and believe they are strong enough to succeed,
this covenant will not deter them. To them the entire league
of nations would be regarded as a scrap of paper. But in such
case the world would immediately be put upon notice of the
menace to its peace, and in such case the United States, irre-
spective of whether it had joined a league of nations or not,
would not sit by for a period of nearly three years, as we did in
the present war. Had our people known in the beginning Ger-
many's designs, had our people realized the menace to us—ani
by our people I mean all of us, including the President and
Congress—we would not have waited until April, 1917, as we did.

Any nation member of this league who starts a war in viola-
tion of article 12 will be considered an outlaw by all the e¢iv-
ilized nations of the earth.

I do not expect, Mr. President, that there will be many unani-
mous decisions of the council or the assembly settling disputes.
This league is not a judicial body, it is a political body, and
whenever a dispute is submitted we must expect intrigue and
secret diplomacy that will prevent unanimous decisions. It is
unfortunate that the covenant does not provide for open sessions
of all the meetings of the executive council and the assembly,
which would, to some extent at least, tend to prevent secret
understandings in the league.

The next most beneficial article in the league, in my judgment,
is article 11, which reads as follows:

Any war or threat of war, whether immediately affecting any of the
members of the league or not, Is hereby declared a matter of concern to
the whole leagune, and the leagne shall take any action that may be
deemed wise and effectual to safeguard the peace of nations,

This will result in consideration and deliberation by the
members of the league of any war or threat of war, wherever it
may arise. I do not agree with those who contend that this
article deprives any member nation of its freedom of action.
Nowhere is the league of nations given power to declare war,
nowhere is any force provided to carry out its decisions, nowhere
is it given power to command action by any member of the
league. Its powers in regard to declaring war are advisory
only, and nowhere can be found any mandate to league members
to follow the advice, The obligations to engage in war are inde-
pendent covenants in the document, as are the obligations to
refrain from war except after following the procedure pre-
seribed.

While no real power is vested in the league in this article,
nevertheless it will have a strong influence in preventing war.
I do not believe this would have prevented Germany from
starting the present war, but I think it might have prevented
the Russian-Japanese War and the Japanese-Chinese War; and
now that the old balance of power is destroyed in Europe, which
in itself prevented war many times in the last half century, we
may confidently hope that a league of nations with article 11
will have a very beneficial influence in this direction.

These two provisions, Mr. President, fully warrant our join-
ing the league, provided our rights and obligations in other
respects are fully protected.

With regard to disarmament, while the 14 points have not
been ecomplied with and the provisions as drawn will, in my
opinion, be worthless in accomplishing any beneficial results,
there can be no objection to it, for while it will, in my judg-
ment, do no good it ean do no harm. It is, however, unfor-
tunate that this provision of the league has been so misrepre-
sented  to the country. Even ex-President Taft has asserted
that this disarmament provision is of very great importance,
when he, of all men, must know that it is of no value. The
only obligation imposed is the recognition that the mainte-
nance of peace requires the reduction of national armaments
to the lowest point consistent with national safety and the
enforcement by common action of international obligations.

While the council is required to formulate a plan for such
disarmament, each Government is at liberty to reject the plan,
and, of course, so long as there is one strong power, cither within
or without the league, that does not accept if, no other nation
will do so. It will be observed that the fourth of the 14
points used the words *domestic safety,” which have been
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changed In the covenant to “national safety.” There never
was a time when militaristic Germany would concede that her
armies were greater than was consistent with her “national
safety.” There never was a time when Great Britain wounld
concede that her navy was greater than was consistent with her
“national safety.” So the obligation is worthless.

We must leok to the future for disarmament, possibly
through meetings of the league of nations; but if the nations
could not agree upon disarmament now, at the end of this terrible
war, with its awful consequences before the eyes of the peace
conference, there is very little hope-that it will be done in
the future. No guaranties have been given and taken, as
required by the 14 points, except in the case of Germany, and
those guaranties have nothing to do with the league of nations
portion of the treaty.

However, as I haye already said, while those of us who be-
lieve that disarmament is the best guaranty of future peace
are deeply disappointed over the violation of the * accepted chart
of peace” in this regard, it does not furnish any reason for
opposing the league, for presumably President Wilson could not
secure its incorporation in the league, and, like the freedom of
the seas, it has been abandoned because impossible of accom-
plishment.

TIIE AMEXDMENTS MADE AT PARIS.

I now come to the amendments to the league proposal made
at Paris subsequent to the first draft adopted.

The ambiguity as to whether a majority or unanimous vote
was reguired in disputes submitted to the council or assembly
has been removed so as to elearly require a unanimous vote in
such cases. As I have already said, this removes one great ob-
jection to the original draft and greatly lessens the objection to
the ineguality in voting power between Great Britain and the
United States.

Another very serious objection which has been removed is
the compulsory mandatories. As the original draft stood, it is
very clear that at least in the case of Turkey every member of
the league obligated itself to accept the mandate of the league.
If the league selected the United States to become the mandatory
of peoples lately belonging to the Turkish Empire, we would
agree by the adoption of the league to accept it. I discussed
this question at great length in the Senate last February and
will not take further time upon it now, for there has been in-
serted a clause which removes this objection, the clause being
that the mandate shall be imposed only upon those “who are
willing to accept it.”

JInasmuch, therefore, as Congress will be entirely free to re-
jeet a mandate proposed, I see no objection to this article as it
stands, although I think it would be wise to give notice to the
other members of the league, by accompanying resolution, but
as no part of the ratification, that Congress alone will exercise
this diseretion and that the Executive has no power to do so.

JURISDICTION OVER DOMESTIC QUESTIONS,

Serious objection was raised over granting the league juris-
diction over purely domestic questions upon which disputes may
arise with other nations.

An amendment has been made, intended, no doubt, to remove
this objection, but, in my judgment, it only partially does so.
The amendment found in article 15 reads as follows:

If the dispute between the parties is claimed by one of them, and
is found by the council te out of a matter which by interna-
tional law is solely within the domestie jurisdiction of that
conncil shalt 1 so repert and shall make no recommendation as
settlement,

While this is an improvement over the original draft, it is
still open to objection, for as I construe it it grants to the
council jurisdiction to determine what are domestic questions.
If this council were a judicial body, this to my mind would
constitute no great objection; but it is not. The counecil is a
political body. Each member of the council will be seeking ad-
vantage for his own Government, except the representative of
the United States, and this council will never acquire the judi-
cial attitude of a court. If it should be to the advantage at any
time of the other Governments members of the council to take
jurisdiction of a domestic question in the United States, it is
not at all improbable that they would do so. But those who
urge the ratification of the treaty without reservations contend
that no jurisdietion is given the league over domestic questions.
Then why not by reservation say so in plain langnage, so that
it will be clear that the decision of the council shall not be
binding upon a nation claiming that the dispute is wholly one
within the domestic jurisdiction of that nation?

RIGHT OF WITHDRAWAL.
There are many of us, Mr, President, who felt that we could

vote for no league of nations whose constitution did not pro-
vide for the right of withdrawal. We felt that to enter into

o its

obligations perpetual in their nature, obligations that might
result in the destruction of our Republic, would be an act of
despotism inconsistent with the right of any free people. For
one man, the Executive, and 96 Senators to fix obligations for
unborn generations to the end of the world without epportunity
to ever be relieved of them would be the greatest erime in his-
tory, a crime greater than the autocracy of the Kaiser, whom
we have defeated. Autocracy can be destroyed by revolution,
and it is the right of a people to change their government as
they see fit. We in the United States have provided an orderly,
peaceable way of doing so; but the right of revolution, either by
the ballot or with the sword, earries no right to violate solemn
obligations duly made with other nations, and the original
constitution of the league carried a perpetual obligation. The
provision for amendment offered no protection, for other nations
could prevent amendment.

I am aware, Mr. President, that some Senators sought to
defend this un-American and undemocratic obligation, which
leads me to remark that partisanship is being charged against
Republicans in the consideration of this treaty, a charge which
I know—at least as to the overwhelming majority of Republican
Senators—is utterly without foundation. But I do say, Mr,
President, that if Senators across the aisle would only forget
that President Wilson is the leader of the Democratic Party, and
remember that this is an American question so erucial, so im-
portant to our country, so fateful to its future that considera-
tion of political advantage should not have the weight of a
feather in our deliberations—if this could be done, Mr. Presi-
dent, I am confident that we could come to an almost unanimous
agreement as to reservations for the protection of the United
States,

When I digressed I had stated that some Senators prior to
the amendments made at Paris sought to defend the perpetual
obligation imposed. Thosge Senators will in due time answer to
their constituents for the position then taken. But, fortunately,
that is no longer an issue, for the amendments made provide for
withdrawal upon two years' notice, provided that all of the in
ternational obligations of the withdrawing member have been
fulfilled at the time of withdrawal.

This, in my judgment, sufficiently protects the right of witlh-
drawal, provided the interpretation is given that the withdraw-
ing member shall itself determine whether its obligations have
been fulfilled to give it that right. It is contended by some that
the council will determine that fact, and that, therefore, no
right of withdrawal exists without the permission of the council,
It is my opinion that no such jurisdiction is vested in the coun-
cil or the league. If a dispute arises between the league and a
member on this question, each stands upon an equal footing. It
is exactly as if two parties to a contract disagreed as to its
terms amnd there was no judicial or other determining body
created by law to settle the dispute. Each party could put his
own construction upon it. One could refuse to perform, and the
other eould only compel him to perform if he was the stronger
of the two. The only determining faetor in such a ecase would
be “might makes right.” But the league of nations is given
no authority to enforee its decisions, and inasmuch as we have
made no agreement to be bound by its.decision upon the ques-
tion of withdrawal we would be free to act. Remember, this
would be a dispute between ourselves and the league, not be-
tween us and individual members of the league, and it is elear

e |to me that to bind us there would have to be a clear grant of

power to the council or the league to decide the dispute, and
no such grant is found in the covenant.

The distinguished Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swaxson]
takes this position, but there are other Senators upon both
sides of the aisle who do not agree to this construction. In
these eircumstances there should not be the slightest objection
to & reservation giving our eonstruction of this provisien, and,
of course, the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swansox] will be
glad to support such a reservation, which is wholly in accord
with his own views.

THE MOXROE DOCTRINE.

Very similar observations can be made with regard to the
Monroe doctrine. It is insisted by all of the supporters of the
covenant in the form now proposed, without reservations, that
the Monroe doctrine is fully protected, while other equally
eminent statesmen and lawyers express grave doubt upen the
subjeet. :

No one attempts to defend the phraseology purporting to
safezuard the Monroe doctrine. Its defenders admit the pro-
vigion is awkwardly expressed. It reads: “ Nothing in this
covenant shall be deemed to affeet the validity of international
engagements, such as treaties of arbitration or regional under-
standings like the Monroe doctrine, for securing the mainte-
nance of peace.,” Even Henry W. Taft, brother of the ex-
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President, in the volume entitled “The Covenanter,” says “it
need” not be denied that this deseriptive phrase was not the
best that could have been selected,” and he proposed a reserva-
tion upon it which I quote:

But if the Senate i3 of the opinion that the use of the words
“regional understandings’ creates any doubt as to the m of
article 21, it can in ratifying the treaty make a declaration that its
actlon is taken under the reservation t the covenant is to be so
constrned as to leave the Monroe doctrine unaffected. In view of the
general purposes and effect of the league referred to above, such &
reservation would not be regarded as a substantial amendment of
covenant.

Mr. President, aside from the indorsement thus given to a
reservation upon the Monroe doctrine, I commend this opinion
to those Senators who contend that any reservations made will
jeopardize the entire treaty. But I have no doubt that at the
proper time the Senate will readily agree to a reservation upon
the Monroe doctrine.

There is another reservation that I think there would be no
difficulty in agreeing upon, and that is in relation to disarma-
ment should any nation adopt the recommendation of the counecil
in that regard. It will be remembered that when the plan for-
mulated is once adopted, armament can not thereafter be in-
creased without the consent of the council.

Gen. William Crozier, whose article upon the league of na-
tions I placed in the Recorp a few days ago, called attention
that this should apply only to peace armaments, and this is
very obvious. When we consider that the league assents to war
under certain conditions, it is plain that nations actually en-
gaged in war with such assent should not have the limitation
applied to them while so engaged ; otherwise a nation having a
stronger military or naval foree than its opponent would have
it at its merey.

ARTICLE 10.

This brings me to a discussion of article 10, around which cen-
ters the principal contest over the ratification of the covenant
in its present form. By its terms the United States would
guarantee the existing political independence and territorial
integrity of every other member of the league against external
aggression,

Mr, President, I had supposed that there was at least one
policy settled by the American people for all time, and that is
that the United States would never engage in an unjust war;
that the United States would never fight upon the side of an
oppressor ; that it would never fight upon the side of autocracy
against liberty; that the blood of our boys would never be
poured out to preserve despotismr anywhere upon the face of
the earth. Until a short time ago anyone who would have pro-
posed otherwise would have been looked upon as a traitor to the
ideals upon which this Republic was founded.

Mr. President, it would be bad enough to obligate future gen-
erations to fight for any cause, but it would be monstrous to
obligate them to fight for an unjust cause, and that is exactly
what article 10 in its present form does. Under this article, if
any member of the league should undertake to do for an op-
pressed people what France did for us in the Revolutionary
War, what we did for Cuba in the Spanish War, we would be
compelled to fight that nation.

President Wilson has declared time and time again that the ap-
plication of his 14 points was absolutely necessary to insure a just
and durable peace, I have demonstrated how those principles
have been violated in the treaty before us. If President Wilson
was right upon his 14 points, then he is wrong now in demanding
that we underwrite to the extent of all our man power and all
our resources a peace not in accord with those 14 points.

Let me give two concrete examples of our obligations under
this article:

In case China should engage in war for the recovery of Shan-
tung, of which she has been robbed, we engage to fight upon the
side of Japan to help her retain her stolen property.

In the case of the Saar Basin it is provided that at the end of
15 years a plebiscite shall be taken upon three guestions—1,
maintenance of the régime established by the treaty; 2, union
with France; and 3, union with Germany. But even though
the vote is in favor of Germany at the end of these 15 years, the
league is empowered by a majority vote to turn the inhabitants
over to the sovereignty of France. What a mockery of the right
of self-determination! Assuming that, notwithstanding the
wishes of the people affected, the league turns them over to
France and the people rebel, if Germany should ever assist
them under article 10 we would be compelled to fight, not to
resist unprovoked aggression by Germany upon territory that
she is in right and equity entitled to, but on the part of France
to e{mble her to retain under her sovereignty an unwilling
people.

Mr. President, it was with special reference to article 10 that
I examined at so much length the application of the President's

14 points to this peace treaty, and particularly in view of the
treaty’s violation of them. I assert that neither President
Wilson nor the Senate of the United States has any moral right
to obligate the United States to go to war to preserve the terri-
torial integrity and existing political independence of members
of the league. -

If article 10 be assented to in ifs present form, then future
generations will not be permitted to consider the justice of
declaring war to fulfill this obligation. If they are called upon
to declare war to preserve an existing injustice, to protect
despotism, they must choose between fighting in an unjust cause
or regarding a solemn treaty as a scrap of paper.

We should all agree that never shall we be placed in Ger-
many’'s class regarding the obligation of treaties. Therefore,
with this article in its present form, whenever the occasion may
arise the people of the United States will not be permitted to
determine the justice of a war in which they may be called upon
to engage, but they are told by this article—

Theirs not to make reply,

Theirs not to reason why,
Theirs but to do and die.

I have spoken thus far of our engagements to preserve the
territorial integrity of boundaries as fixed in this treaty. In
addition, there are other boundaries of which we know nothing
as yet that are also guaranteed by article 10.

Peace treaties between Austria-Hungary, Turkey, and Bul-
garia have not yet been completed. What form they will take
we do not know, but we have sufficient information to have just
grounds for fearing that these boundaries will not be in accord
with the 14 points. We know something of the bitterness
existing between Italy and the Jugo-Slavs. Our mail is daily
filled with propaganda by both sides. If we should ratify this
treaty now with no reservation as to article 10 we would guaran-
tee territorial boundaries which are not now in existence and
concerning which peoples are to-day actually engaged in war.

Can it be possible, Mr. President, that there is a Democrat
so partisan that he does not see the necessity of a reservation as
to article 10 relieving us of the obligation of declaring war in an
unjust cause? I am profoundly convinced that if partisanship
be forgotten and only Americanism remembered we can agree
upon a reservation to this article, now so dangerous to the
cause of true liberty, so destruective of American ideals and
principles. I care not in what form the reservation is made so
long as it does not obligate us to engage in war irrespective of
the justice of the cause. It may take the form of a reservation
that inasmuch as Congress alone under the Constitution has the
power to declare war the ratification is made with the reserva-
tion that nothing in the treaty shall obligate the Congress to
declare war against its will. It may take the form of under-
taking for ourselves only to respect the territorial integrity and
existing political independence of members of the league, with-
out requiring us to compel others to do so. Other forms of
reservations would be acceptable so long as they accomplish the
one object of leaving to the people of the United States freedom
of action to refrain from engaging in war against their will,

This does not mean that the United States will not concern
itself in external aggressions against any people. It does not
mean that we will not in any particular case agree to make war
against an offending member ; it means only that when that time
may come the boys and the fathers and mothers of the boys
who would do the fighting shall have a voice, through the
Representatives they have chosen, in the determination of that
question.

With the reservations I have referred to I believe the league
of nations should be agreed to, for I believe that then there
will be no surrender of those liberties for which the fathers
fought and died and for whose preservation thousands of Ameri-
can boys lie sleeping under the sod of France.

I believe America is the hope of the world. Let us not de-
stroy that hope by making any engagements not in keeping with
eternal principles of liberty and justice, but rather let us co-
operate in a league of nations for their promotion, reserving to
ourselves the right to determine the justice of a eause for which
we are asked to fight.

Let us declare that this great people stand ready to fight in
any war which may again menace the peace of the world, but
that we will fight only upon the side of liberty and justice, and
will enter into no obligations to do otherwise.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, if I may, I desire to ask
the Senator from Wisconsin a question before he takes his seat.
A few moments ago, while discussing the subjeet of the German
colonies, the Senator referred to that paragraph in the treaty
which reads as follows:

Germany renounces in favor of the principal allled and associated
powers all her rights and titles over her overseas possessions.
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Thereafter he made the statement, if I understood him cor-
rectly, that that gave to us an undivided one-fifth interest in
those German colonies.

Mr. LENROOT. I did. :

AMr. POMERENE. The Senator did not understand, I assume,
that it give to us an undivided one-fifth sovereignty over these
eolonies in perpetuity?

Alr. LENROOT. I do, so far as the cession from Germany is
concerned. The only limitation upon it is the mandatories of
the league of nations.

Mr. POMERENE. That is just what I expected to refer the
Senator to. That article, being article 22 of the covenant, reads,
in part, as follows:

To those colonies and territories which as a consequence of the late
war have ceased to be under the soverelgnty of the SBtates which Iormel;}ﬁ

verned them, and which are inhabl by'peo}:lea not yet able to stal

themselves under the stremuons conditions of the modern world, there
sgould be applied the principle that the well-being .and devel t of
such peoples form a sacred trust of clvilization and that securities for
the performance of this trust should be embodied in this covenant.

Then it continues:

The best method of glving practical effect to this principle is that the

tutelage of such peoples should be intrusted to advanced nations who by
renson of their resources, their ence, or their g phical position
can best undertake this responsibility, and who are g to accept it,
and that this tutelage should be exercised by them as mandatories on
behalf of the league.

I desire to call the Senator’s attention to the further language
to the effect that these colonies are believed to be divisible into
certain classes, and reference is made to the colonies of Turkey.
T will read the first sentence referring to the Turkish Empire:

Certnin communities formerly belonging to the Turkish Empire have
yeached a stage of development where their existence as independent na-
tions can be provisionally recognized subject to the rendering of admin-
istrative advice and assistance by a mandatory until such t as they
are able to stand alone, The wishes of these communities must be a
prineipal consideration in the selection of the mandatory.

I refer to these provisions as indicating what is clearly the
intention of the powers—that these eolonies shall be given their
independence so soon as they may be regarded as capable of
exercising it. I do not believe that any other construction can
be fairly placed upon that language.

My, LENROOT. Does the Senator deny that the cession of
Germany does graut all of the fitle of her colonies to the five
powers?

Mr. POMERENE. There is no doubt about that at all.

Mr. LENROOT. So far as the mandatory is concerned, it Is
merely the managing agent. The “ Big Five ™ control the league.
So far as these declarations are concerned, as the Senator well
knows, it is exactly the policy that Great Britain has set forth
to the world as her reason and her excuse for enlarging her
empire from time to time.

Mr. POMERENE. Oh, no; with all due respect, these pro-
visions of the treaty must be construed as a whole; and it seems
to me that, if one bears in mind the trust powers which are con-
ferred upon the mandatory through the league, the ultimate
result will be that as quiekly as these nations arrive at a point
where they can govern themselves they will be given that right.

Ay, LENROOT. There is not a word or syllable in the
treaty from beginning to end that will be binding on any of the
five powers to do that thing any more than there is in the treaty
with reference to compelling Japan to release the sovereignty
of Shantung to China.

The Senator argues that this is a trust to the five principal
allied powers. I will ask the Senator why the distinction was
made in the case of the Saar Basin, where there was a cession,
not to the five powers but to the league of nations in frust?
Why, if the Senator is correct, was there not a cession to the
league of nations in trust for the colonies of which he speaks?

Mr. POMERENE. Oh, Mr. President

Mr. LENROOT. I beg pardon. It is very evident tliat the
powers, including the United States, look upon the entire league
of nations as an experiment, and we must all consider the
possibility of the league of nations going the way that other
Jeagues have gone in the past. When it does, the United States

will have an undivided one-fifth sovereign interest in every |

one of these German colonies to do with them as it will.

AMr. POMERENE. Mr, President, I, of course, do not kuow
what the reasons were which prompted the peace commissioners
to make the distinction, thongh I think T ean understand.
The Saar Basin was a part of the German Empire and a part
of Germany’s territory.
that basin was for a period of 15 years. It was a leasehold, in
other words, with certain possible rights to mature or to be
perfected thereafter. That was one thing; but it was cer-
tainly clearly the intention of the peace commissioners entirely
and forever to separate

The interest which the Allies took in |

entire title to those properties over to themselves and then,
under the covenant of the league of nations, they providé the
method for their tutelage. There is certalnly a very clear dis-
tinetion between the two.

PEACE TREATY AND THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, with reference to the ob-
servations of the Senator from Wiseonsin [Mr. Lexroor], I de-
sire to say that it seems to me perfectly clear that the five
powers do not take each an undivided one-fifth interest in all
the territories or colonies in the way and in the respect that
the Senator from Wisconsin seems to-have in mind. That pro-

| vigion of the treaty found on- page 63 of Senate document No.

49, being article 109, that “ Germany renounces in favor of the
principal allied and associated powers all her rights and titles
over her overseas possessions,” is simply a kind of a transfer
or assignment or quitclaim of all her right, title, and interest
in all her overseas possessions. It is followed by article 257,
which is found on page 114 of this document, in which it is
provided that—

In the case of the former German territories, including colonies, pro-
tectorates, or delmndendw, administered by a mandatory under article
92 of Part 1 (leagne of nations) of the present treaty, meither the
territory nor the mandntorgmpnwer ghall be charged with any poriion
of the debt of the German pire or States.

All property and ons belonging to the German Empire or to
the German States situated in such territories shall be transferred with
the territories to the mandatory power in its capacity as such, and no
payment shall be made nor any credit given to those Governments in
consideration of this transfer.

That relates back to article 119 and to the transfer to which
the Senator referred, and shows the relation also between the
treaty and the league of nations; the one fits in with the other,
because this very article 257 refers specifically to article 22 of
the league of nations, to which the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
PoueseNE] has alluded. The three articles are in that way
tied together so as to make it perfectly clear that, whereas Ger-
many relinquishes all her right, title, and interest in these col-
onies to the powers mentioned, they are to be held in trust for
ihe benefit of the colonies themselves; and the mandatories se-
lected and agreed upon and accepting that trust shall be vested
immediately with the control of the properties so far as may
be necessary 'in order to effect the tutelage, development, prog-
ress, and growth of those colonies.

That is the purpose of the whole plan. The purpose is not
that the United States shall have any undivided interest in
these colonies as such. The United States, merely as a party,
to this agreement, proposes to recognize the principle of a trust
relation between the mandatory and the colonies themselyes as
created by the covenant, the idea being t a relation some-
what like that of guardian and ward will be established be-
tween the mandatory and the colony in each instance.

The Senator from Wisconsin alluded to another feature
which he said was something of a disappointment to him, re-
garding this treaty, and that was that it did not absolutely do
away with secret diplomacy. Of course, there is no way fo
prevent secret communications, secret conferences, and secret
transactions between diplomats or representatives of govern-
ments. The only thing that can be doue is to prevent secret
contracts in the shape of treaties, and that is accomplished by
the provisions of article 18 of the league of nations covenant,
which requires that—

Every treaty or international engagement entered into hereafter by
any member of the league shall be forthwith registered with the
secretariat and as soon as possible be ngubllshed by it. No such treaty or
international engagement shall be binding until so registered.

Other points discussed by the Senator from Wisconsin T will
attempt to deal with as I reach them.

Mr. President, speaking generally with reference to the treaty
and the league of nations, so much has been spoken and written

| on this subject that I must doubt if I shall be able to offer a

new thought. It is a case of “Say what you will, you may
find it all in Plato.” g

1t is o matter of such momentous and vast importance to the
country and, indeed, to the world, howeyer, that I feel under a
burden of duty to indicate the views with which I any impressed
and whieh will eontrol my action respecting the freaty.

The duty of passing judgment on this treaty involves the
duty of studying it and reaching conclusions about it, and the
responsibility of recording that conclusion would seem to in-
volve the obligation to express the reasons therefor.

The treaty is now before us. It must be ratified or rejected
in whole or in part. Accepting it upon conditions or with cer-
tain reservations is the same thing as refusal fo ratify it as
presented. Such a course proposes changes and modifications,
which must be submitted to the other parties to the treaty. If

the German colonies from Germany. | they agree to such changes or modifieations, the treaty will take
So in dealing with the subject they saw fit first to take the | that amended form.

If they disagree, the treaty fails.. The
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President has the sole anthority and responsibility under the
Constitution to negotiate the treaty. As completed in the proc-
ess of that negotiation he must then lay it before the Senate for
its * advice and consent.”

The Senate, of course, may differ with the President and re-
fuse its consent and may advise that certain changes be made
or certnin reservations or conditions may be reguired or im-
posed.

In that case the President may drop the matter or he may
present the Senate’s action to the reassembled conference for
its acceptance or rejection. :

If the latter happens, there is no treaty, so far as we are con-
cerned.

There must be a meeting of the minds of all the parties on
all the provisions as they appear, as in the case of every con-
tract; otherwise there is no contract.

Mr. Justice Brown said, in One hundred and eighty-third
United States, pages 176 to 183:

Obviously the treaty must contain the whole contract between the
{mrties anid the power of the Senate is limited to a ratification of such

erms as have alrcady been agreed upon between the President, acting
for the United States, and the commissioners of the other contracting
power. The Senate has no right to ratify the treaty and introduce new
terms into it which shall be obligatory upon the other power, although
it may refuse its ratification or make such ratification conditional upon
the ndoption of amendments to the treaty.

It is most deplorable that at the end of the four years’ war,
the most terrible and gigantic in history, in which the cause of
democracy and freedom was victorious, and after some - five
months of discussion of the terms the winning nations should
impose on the defeated foes, and the final settlement of those
terms, which has been with infinite labor, patience, and care
reached, we are now confronted with differences here which go
to the very root of that settlement.

It iz most unfortunate that we can not unite, as did these

around the peace table, and give our unanimous indorsement to |

what they did. Doubtless each one of them would have written
something different if their views and wishes, respectively, had
been singly and alone consulted. They gave and took for the
general good; put to ene side selfish demands; yielded indi-
vidual preferences to the common cause; adopted a broad view
of conditions; and in a generous, patriotic spirit endeavored to
safeguard the future while taking care of the present.

When we entered the war our undertaking was to resist and
overcome the deadly assaults made on the democracy of the
world and to secure both a righteous and a permanent peace.
With this pledge in mind, after victory was attained, the Presi-
dent, who had outlined the issues:and set forth the general prin-
ciples of settlement, which were nccepted by our associates, per-
sonally took part in the negotiations and assisted in framing the

treaty which was finally agreed upon and which he has laid

before this body for its appropriate action.

The principal objection urged is with respect to the provision
for a league of nations.

DBy this provision it was intended “ to promote international
cooperation and to achieve international peace and security by
the acceptance of obligations not to resort to war; by the pre-
seription of open, just, and honorable relations between nations;
by the firm establishment of the understandings of international
law as the actual rule of conduct ameng governments; and
by the maintenance of justice and a scrupulous respect for all
treaty obligations in the dealings of organized peoples with ene
another.”

Such a purpese surely commends itself to the intelligence and
conscience of mankind everywhere.

If there be any provision in conflict with the high objects
declared, we may well examine it and crificize it, and even
endeavor to correct it.

There is no provision inconsistent with the intentions set
forth. They are not only in harmony with those aims but
they are essential to their effectual accomplishment.

It is difficult to suggest any improvement of thought or lan-
guage to that end.

There has been no successful effort of that sort.

It is even more difficult to point out a way of effecting the
purposes mentioned by any less emphatic or less binding cove-
nants.

It would seem unnecessary to add to or take from the terms
of the covenant.

ORBJECTIONS TO ANY LEAGUE WHATEVER.
Some of those who raise objections to the league of nations

covenants do so on the ground that we should refrain from any
alliance whatever with other nations respecting peace or war;

that the United States should not enter into any international
agreement or form any league or associate themselves with
any nations in the form of covenants imposing any obligations

or limiting in any degree perfect freedom of action In any and
all circumstances.

They not only oppose the league of nations plan now before
us but they are oppesed to any kind of a plan.

It is mot worth while to discuss the details of the plan sub-
mitted, so far as they are concerned.

It cuuld not be made satisfactory fo them. No amendment,
no reservation. no separate construction, no condition, could be
framed that would cause it to meet with their favor,

They argue that any covenant with other nations, any allianee,
would mean a certain relinquishment of our sovereignty, a
sacrifice in some degree of our independence, and they are
unwilling to allow either.

I am utterly unable to see any such danger or to find any
grounds for such objections in the terms of the covenants sub-
mitted. There would be, of course, some right of free and inde-
pendent action-surrendered just as there is under any contract
any individual may make. The consideration received is a fair
exchange in the one case as in the other. The covenants of all
the other nations, the relinguishments and yielding of arbitrary,
unrestrained action on their part is an important consideration.
The concessions, which are mutual, in favor of a council and an
assembly, in which we all take part, for certain definite and
fixed objects, is shared by all for the good of all. The return
of what is given up balances the giving. The consideration is
the securing of the peace of the world. The prevention of such
bloody performance as we have experienced the past four years
surely is of some value, If we have a conscientious and cer-

‘tainly to some extent an eflicacions scheme to prevent war, avoid

anarchy, and make impossible chaos, surely it would be advisa-

‘ble to invest a modicum of sovereignty and independence in it.

If by surrendering something ourselves, valuable though it
be, we can help establish a reign of International law and
international morality, we may well make the contribution. We
save and reserve and hold all the sovereignty and all the inde-
pendence we can use or can ever need when we part with enough
to furnish our share of what may lead mankind away from
force and oppression to the high plane of peace and law and jus-
tice. . We have done this thing we are now warned against, given
up something of sovereignty and something of independence, in
every treaty we have made, and we have been wisely and without
regret making them for over a hundred years.

TSOLATION TDEA,

The argument that we ought to attend to our own affairg
and withdraw all concern about the affairs of others is not
persuasive. Robbed of its obvious selfish character it is founded
on the wrong hypothesis. It is founded on the motion of an
isolated America. It presupposes that this country stands quo
ad ‘the world just where it was a hundred years ago. It takes
no cognizance of the progress made in the sciences and arts. It
ignores the increase in population here and elsewhere and the
development and expansion which has brought all the peoples
of the earth into elbow touch. It takes mot into account the
means of conmmunieation, the facilities for transportation, which
serve the interest as well as the wants of people in the most
remote regions, and which emphasize the dependence of each
and the Interdependence of qll.

When the much-quoted advice about avoiding entangling alli-
ances was given in September, 1796, conditions at home and
abroad were altogether different from what they are now. In-
deed, human foresight could mot have pictured the changes
which have taken place. The imagination could mnot have
grasped them. Patrick Henry rode up to the home of his
friend George Washington at Mount Vernon one evening on his
way to the First Continental Congress. They spent the even-
ing no doubt discussing the work ahead of them. Next morning
they, the first Virginia Delegates, proceeded by the shortest
rounte and the fastest means—on horseback—io Philadelphia.
They arrived at the end of the third day. In as many hours
by three different ways that journey can be made to-day—by
railroad train, automobile, and aeroplane. Those gentlemen
would not have believed such a thing possible.

In the time it required Andrew Jackson to journey from the
Hermitage to. Washington te take the oath of office you can
encircle the globe. There is not a spot on earth a battle could
be fought after peace was declared without knowing the war
was over, as was done at New Orleans.

In those days the Atlantic was crossed in wooden vessels of
a few hundred tons, requiring a month for the trip. The minds
of mien could not conceive the possibility of liners of 50,000
tons, requiring six days, and carrying 10,000 people. !

Communication by small boats and by couriers overland in
those days was quite a different thing from the telegraph, tele-
phones, railroads, and steamships of to-day, which make the
oceans but small lakes and the very air a whispering gallery.
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Wireless messages flashing 8,000 miles annihilate time and

space. :

lelen the Secretary of the Navy can sit at his desk and talk
to an aviator flying 90 miles an hour, 150 miles away, it ought
to convince us that America has not stood still during the pass-
ing, pulsing years.

The same is true of other countries in varying degrees.

A proposition to ransom American captives in Algiers and pay
tribute to the Berber Government, such as Washington urged
in 1792, would scarcely meet with favor to-day. When one talks
about departure trom the policy of Washington, as announced
in September, 1796, it may be in order to say the President
would not to-day negotiate a treaty and the Senate advise and
consent to its binding the United States to pay a *“ Barbary
pirate $40,000 to ransom 35 captives, and $25,000 bonus, and
£25,000 annually for exemption from depredations.” We would
deal with that situation in quite a different way.

1t may be conceded that some peoples have made little progress,
but generally it would be found in their cases the laws of evolu-
tion have not had full play. By reason of oppression, lack of
freedom, constant wars, no incentive or encouragement to pro-
gress, no opportunities such as obtain where every man is set
free to be his best and do his best, they have been held back.
They ought to be given a chance. If we can be of service in
that direction, can we justify a selfish determination to turn a
deaf ear to their call? ;

It must be considered, too, that, whether we like it or not,
we are to some extent involved in their fate. The earth has
been compressed. We are next door to people we only knew in
a historical way in our early days. We trade with them. We
are producing things they want, and they are producing things
we want, and we have the means of conveying those things
back and forth. Their social life and customs, particularly their
health, concern us. An epidemic of some fatal disease may
spread to our borders from foreign lands. Our people travel
and invest everywhere. Other people do the same. A financial
disturbance in almost any country has its reaction or conse-
quences of some kind here. An earthquake or volcanic erup-
tion occurring anywhere on the earth is' known within a few
hours, and relief measures are at once instituted where they
can avail

The war just ended demonstrates conclusively we can not
cscape any similar outbreak and calamity begun anywhere.
Experience ought to have taught us that we are no longer iso-
lated, and the possibilities of isolation grow less and less as
time passes. The movement is the other way, as certain and
as irresistible as the tides.

As the heaped waves of the Atlantic follow the moon, the cur-
rents of world activities and world experiences follow the laws
of progress. Man is not lost or condemned ; he is imperfect, and
his destiny is toward perfection. The same is true of peoples
and nations. Society is not a piece of mechanism, like a house,
which may be destroyed totally. Human society is an organism
composed of living cells capable of unlimited growth. So with
nations. If the large and powerful may cooperate, they can be
of immense advantage without material burden to themselves,
and that cooperation may extend to the small and weak, so they
may live their own lives and develop without interruption. No
civilized nation can be indifferent or * careless of mankind.”
Certain responsibilities to civilization, to mankind, rest on all
enlightened people and their government. One of these is to, if
possible, prevent the slaughter of human beings and the wanton
destruction of treasure to gratify the greed and ambition of
some unscrupulous oppressor.

Individuals, through passion or a kind of insanity, harm the
innocent and outrage society. Nations lose their self-control.
Some superior authority must restrain the one, and there ought
to be some power to protect against the ravages of the other.
The good of society requires the one and the good and happiness
of the world calls for the other. The heavy burden of duty
rests upon all men in position to aid in bringing about that con-
dition of order and stability.

OTHER OBJECTIONS.

Before the league of nations was formulated there were those
who were sneering at it, criticizing the idea, and raising objec-
tions to it. After the first draft was prepared they were loud
in their denunciation. One ean not escape the impression that
many of these were prompted by personal animosity toward the
President and others by partisan bitterness, and both these
groups by a desire to paralyze his leadership at whatever cost,
and that at a time of a commanding world crisis. They were
plainly actuated by the ignoble motive to handicap and hinder,
and they offered no assistance or constructive suggestions.

Others doubted because they lacked vision; withheld approval
because they did not grasp the subject. Others, since they could

“jeal independence o

not lead themselves, were disposed to criticize all efforts and
thwart all accomplishment,

They demanded they should be consulted, even though the
Constitution vested the authority to conduct negotiations exclu-
sively in the Executive.

They continued their attacks while the negotiations were in
progress, when they knew the only effect would be to embarrass
those having the matter in hand.

They discussed *“leaks” which amounted to nothing, but
which they endeavored vainly to magnify into a public scandal,
They offered resolutions and had them cabled to the peace con-
ference—and then let them rest.

Finally the time came to specify, and the burden of com-
plaint was directed to article 10. That article is short and
reads as follows:

The members of the league undertake
against external ag siuns&a terrig?'ial Egt:g%ecgn%nzxmﬁnp%lﬁs—
all members of the league. {n case of any such

aggression, or in case of any threat or danger of such a ssion, the
gsigaﬁ:& shall advise upon the means by which this obligation shall be

This article clearly and expressly refers to exiernal aggres-
sion. Only in case of such aggression—that is, an attack by one
State on another, an invasion from the outside by one nation of
another, or the threat or danger of such attack or invasion—will
the league have any jurisdiction.

Then the action must be unanimous, excluding the parties
in interest. The action is limited to edvising “upon the means
by which this obligation is to be fulfilled.”

Under article 12 the members of the league agree to submit
any dispute which may arise between them either to arbitration
or to inquiry by the council, composed of nine members, and they
further agree not to resort to war until three months after the
award by the arbitrators or the report of the council. The award
of the arbitrators, if the matter is submitted to them, must be
made within a reasonable time, and the report of the council
must be made within six months after submission, if the dispute
goes to them.

Upon 14 days' notice either party may have the controversy
go to the assembly. The action there must be by unanimous
voteb lof all members of the council and a majority of the as-
sembly.

Under article 13 the members agree to submit matters recog-
nized as suitable, and which can not be settled by diplomacy,
to arbitration. For instance:

Disputes as to the interpretation of a treaty, as to any question of
International law, as to the existence of any {act which {f established
would constitute a breach of any international obligation, or as to
the extent and nature of the reparation to be made for any such
breach are declared to be among those which are generally suitable for
submission to arbitration.

For the consideration of any such dispute the court of arbitration to
which the ease is referred shall be the court agreed on by the parties
to the dispute or stlgulated in any convention existing between them,

The members of the league agree that they will carry out in full
good faith any award that may be rendered, and that they will not
resort to war against a member of the league which complies therewith,
In the event of any fallure to carry out such an award, the council
shall propose what steps should be taken to give effect thereto.

Article 14 authorizes the council to formulate and submit to
the members of the league plans for the establishment of a
permanent court of international justice,

Article 15 provides that disputes not submitted to arbitration
the members agree to submit to the council, and the council
will endeavor to effect a settlement.

If the dispute between the parties is claimed by one of them, and
is found by the council to arise out of a matter which by international
law is solely within the domestic jurisdiction of that party, the council
shall so report, and shall make no recommendation as to its settlement.

The council may in any ecase under this article refer the dispute to
the assembly. The dispute shall be so referred at the request of either
party to the dispute, provided that such request be made within 14 days
after the submission of the dispute to the council.

Article 16 provides for the steps to be taken in case of disre-
gard of covenants under articles 12, 13, or 15 toward the
offending nation. It is to be subjected to the * severance of all
trade or financial relations, the prohibition of all intercourse
between their nationals and the nations of the covenant-break-
ing State, and the prevention of all financial, commercial, or
personal intercourse.”

The council must recommend to the several Governments con-
cerned what effective military, naval, or air force the members
of the league shall severally contribute to the armed forces to
to be used to protect the covenants of the league.

The members covenant to mutually support one another in
the financial and economic measures which are taken.

These are the vital, working articles of the league. The plan
would be ineffectual without either of them. It would amount
to a mere expression of purpose and a sort of interchange of
sympathy and good will. These articles make the plan work-
able, practical, and efficacious. They are necessary just as the
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league is a necessary part of the treaty if we are to have reason-
able assurances of peace lasting overnight. Without them, the
league is a hollow shell. a pretense, and a sham.

In almost every case resort to economic pressure as pro-
vided in section 16 will afford ample remedy for any violation
of the covenants by any member or any breach of peace at-
tempted by any nonmember State. No State can live for any
considerable time cut off from the rest of the world. America
can come nearer doing it and ean continue longer than any
other because we produce a surplus of the prime necessities of
life nnder existing conditions. If our markets are done away
with, however, that situation would be changed. If other
nations should refuse to take our surplus, need it though they

. would, production would soon diminish.

I venture the prediction that in all the years to come, in
actual practice, military foree will not be found necessary to
restrain any law-breaking nation and prevent it from disturb-
ing the peace of the world. The cooperation of all other na-
tions to completely isolate such a nation, refuse all intercourse
or communication with it, will be sufficient.

Under article 22 mandatories, willing to accept their respon-
sibilities, are provided to serve the colonies and territories.
This is a very wise disposition of what might be a troublesome
problem without it.

COST OF THE LEAGUE.

It will be necessary for the members to contribute to the ex-
penses of the league. This should constitute no objection, If
the league accomplishes anything approaching expectations, the
amount expended in its maintenance and for carrying on its
work will be a nominal sum in proportion to the benefits. When
we consider the enormous cost of maintaining the military estab-
lishments of the various countries at the beginning of the war
Just ended, and the fact that they were increasing year by year,
a large portion of which may be dispensed with and saved to
the taxpayers if this league is agreed to, we will have no hesi-
tation in appropriating our proportion. Our Regular Army
grew from 1,200 in 1790 to 100,000 in 1914, and our Navy from
nothing to the third largest in the world. Already the Secre-
tary of the Navy has reduced his program by some 10 battleships
and 7 eruisers in contemplation of such a league. The cost of
one cruiser would more than cover our share of annual league
expense, Before entering the war we were spending some
$281,000,000 on our Army and Navy Establishments annually.
France was paying out about $344,000,000, Great Britain about
$386,000,000, and Germany about $443,000,000. No return in
the shape of earnings or revenue were derived from these an-
nunl outlays. The money came from the taxpayers and none
of it went back. Tt was an investment of the people's money in
that protection, a large portion of which, at least, will be guar-
anteed by the covenants of this league of nations—this agree-

ment with the other Governments for their common benefit. To
be more exact, the following are the fizures:
Prewar annual war expenditures, -
(Not including pensions.)
GREAT BRITAIN.
Year ending March 31, 1914:
Army $142, 000, 000
Navy. —— 244 000, 000
R 386, 000, 000
FRANCE.
(Budget.)
Year ending December 81, 1914 :
Army $241, 000, 600
Navy——- i 103, 000, 000
Total oo 844, 000, 000
TTALY,
(Budget.)
Year ending December 31, 1913:
Army 86, 000, 000
Navy 40, 000, 000
O e e e e T e 126, 000, 000
UNITED STATES.
Year ending June 30, 1916:
Army _. - $125, 000, 000
Navy == N O O -~ 156, 000, 000
Gt WL PO T e 281, 000, 000
—_—
h GERMANY,
Year ending March 31, 1914 :
MY e . 323, 000, 000
Navy Zoseatiai S WEER ot S TN —— 12¢, 000, 000

Total =% 443, 000, 000
Total for these five countries, annually, $1,480,000,000. This
is in part only of the material side of the guestion. The asso-

ciation in binding contract with the other nations, whereby the
lives of the bravest and best of all lands shall be saved, suffering
and sacrifice avoided, is the really important consideration,
American interests and American independence are ade-
quately safeguarded.
If for any unforeseen reason the league should prove dis-
appointing, artiele 1 provides: .

Any member of the league may, after two yeats' notice of its
intention so to do, withdraw from the league, provided that all its
international obligations and all its obligations under this covenant
shall have been fulfilled at the time of its withdrawal,

OTIIER OBJECTIONS.

The objection that America has only one vote while small
couniries have the same is not well taken. It is not reason-
able to assume that those countries would be unfriendly to us.
The requirement in important matters of a unanimous vote
should suffice to insure against combinations and prejudice,
I'or practical, crude illustration, suppose some country should
undertake to raise a quarrel with us because of our immigra-
tion laws. We would contend the question of immigration is a
domestic one and the league is without jurisdiction. The mat-
ter is taken up by the council. Let us assume, for argument,
that the council is composed of weak or worse members, and
they unanimously decided against us. We would decline to be
bound by their recommendation. Suppose the complaining State
would declare war against us. We would be in no worse position
than we would be if we had never entered the league of nations.
It is true we could obtain no assistance from the other members
of the leagne. We would be obliged to defend ourselves alone,
but we would expect to do that, league or no league. On the
contrary, we are not justified in indulging in so violent a pre-
sumption, and beyond gquestion the council would hold in
accordance with our contention that immigration is purely a
domestic question as to which the league has no jurisdiction.
The same is true of any other matter “ solely within the domes-
tie jurisdietion ™ of any party, as provided in article 15.

In general, then, this proposed league provides a method for
the peaceful settlement of international disputes. The essential
covenant permits delay for arbitration, or inquiry, before any
hostilities begin.

By such inguiry and delay war was averted between France
and Germany over Morocco differences in 1905.

By this means the Balkan difficulties were adjusted in 1912,

We can well conceive that if there had occurred delay and
conference in July, 1914, Austrin might not have declared war
on Serbia and set the world on fire.

The covenants of the league compel that course which will
in all human probability prevent war.

In 1914 to 1916 the President negotiated and the Senate con-
sented to some 20 treaties with as many governments, which
provided for arbitration and delay.

We regarded the idea a sound one then; it is just as wise
to-day. It was necessary to provide for the enforecement of
the covenants, which is done. The evils of competitive arma-
ment are recognized and a plan for reduction is set forth.
Experience has shown that it is most important to eliminate
secret treaties and intrigues, and that is taken care of.

The doctrine that backward peoples constitute a saered itrust
of civilization is truly expressed and the machinery is set
forth for discharging that frust.

America has responsibilities which extend beyond her borders,
It must be considered that it is not enough- for a nation that it
live to itself and have no enemies. It is necessary that a State
should have some friends. Cooperation and good will are de-
sirable. One receives only as he gives. “ Generosity makes
friends—grateful and enduring friends.” .

IF THE LEAGUER FAILS.

If this league of nations is rejected, or if it is amended, or
f reservations or conditions inconsistent with its terms are
made, which wounld destroy it—and that would be the purpose—
there will be stricken down the finest thing for the future that
it was possible to get out of the most extensive and eruel war
of all time. If this treaty with the league of nations in it is
rejected, it means the peoples of the earth will be told war is
inevitable—get ready for the next one, soon to come. * Lay bur-
dens on your taxpayers in order to maintain and increase your
standing armies and your navies!"” They will be further told
human nature is so weak, ignorance is so dense, hearts are so
cold, the advance of the race so menger that there is no eseape
from the Rob Roy plan:

Let him take who has the power,
Let him keep who can.

I do not agree to such conclusions. I believe it is possible,
in very large measure, if not absolutely, to prevent any serious
war involving any considerable number of people, or seriously
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affecting the peace of the world, by a plan of coopération such
as i: contemplated in the proposed league of nations. I feel
quite certain it is feasible, and now is the time to reduce arma-
ments throughout the world and devote the money heretofore
required in that connection to better uses.

Those who have experienced the agonies of this war are pre-
pared to enter into covenants pledging their good offices and
their good faith to do the necessary things, when occasion arises,
to prevent anarchy, to uphold obligations, to maintain interna-
tional law and order, and give a chance for mankind to make
progress,

If we share, or even sacrifice, some right to independent action,
and in exchange gain support to our fundamental policies and
essential prineiples, we in no wise modify our form of government
or surrender any established rights.

I believe this proposed alliance will accomplish the enlightened
purposes indicated and prove a blessing to all the members of the
league,

Two men threw a detested representative of the Crown out of
a window of the Sprague Palace, Followed the 30 years'
religious war which eame to an end by the treaty of Westphalia,
in 1648. There has been no religious war since. A conflagra-
tion started by an incident like that mentioned should be con-
trolled and stopped in the beginning.

June 28, 1914, one man was assassinated in a Bosnlan town.
Followed the most disastrous war in history, the terms of peace
being agreed upon just five years to the hour thereafter. I
believe the world can be spared the horrors of such a war. If
not, the next one will likely mean the extermination of the race,
We were foreed into it, and pledged to protect our country from
the domination of the military power instigating it, pledged to
win, we also pledged to secure both a righteous and permanent
peace. The President of the United States outlined its issues,
commanded our forces, and laid down the basis of settlement.
His leadership was accepted by our associates; his vision, coun-
sel, and statesmanship recognized. He saw the war would have
heen fought in large measure in vain if he came from the peace
table after conference with the brightest minds of the age,
obliged to say to the people everywhere, there can be no per-
manent peace this side of the grave.

After 40 years of wandering from Egyptian bondage Moses
was at last able to say to the children of Israel, as he directed
their attention, “ Behold! the Lord thy God hath set the land
hefore thee, go up and possess it.” So the President has pointed
the way of hope for humanity and assurance for the world.
Shall this Senate turn its back and refuse its advice and con-
sent?

It is due the 8,000 gallant American marines who fought at
Chateau-Thierry, leaving all but 1,800 on the field, with the
result that Paris, France, the world, were saved; it is due the
500,000 heroic Americans on the firing line at the finish, and the
45,000 slain in the Argonne; it is due the 2,000,000 brave Ameri-
ean soldiers in France, eager for the combat, the 2,000,000
equally eager in camps here, the 13,000,000 more registered and
rendy to go; it is due the 286,330 American casualties, and the
dead of the Army and Navy, 122,500, their widows and mothers;
it is due the 7,450,200 who suffered death in battle in all armies,
and the 18,000,000 maimed and crippled, that the enlightened
nations of the earth should see to it, on the final setilement of
terms, that provision be made whereby never again should any
autocrat or military cligue be able—

To pour the sweet milk of concord into hell,
Uproar the universal peace,
And confound all unity on earth.

We might afford to spend a million dollars an hour again,
but no nation can afford to sacrifice its best and bravest young
men,

The crosses that speak of heroism and sacrifice, extending
from the English Channel to the Swiss border, reach out their
arms in mute appeal to the representatives of civilized peoples
to see to it that such slaughter, destruction, and barbarity shall
never again blight the earth.

With the security this league will give, peoples great and
small, weak and powerful, poor and rich, all alike, without fear
hecause without danger, will be able to work out their own des-
tinies, enconraged and stimulated, and to proceed up the incline
of progress with the promise and hope that in due time they
may reach that high plane * where shines unobstructed the
light" of the justice of God.”

There was serious and determined opposition fo the Constitu-
tion of the United States when it was first submitted. Similar
arguments were urged against it to those now pressed against
the league of nations and the treaty now before us. Dangerous
couroquences weie pictured. None of these undesirable things
ever aappenc.t. The Constitution has been the model and

strength for struggling republics the world over and the rock
upon which America has builded.

We must appreciate that civilization has received a terrible
wrench. The aftermath of this latest and most destructive of
all wars is yet threatening chaos. We should not forget that
the world has three times, after reaching a high state of eivili-
zation, been plunged into darkness, ;

There have never been let loose upon the earth so many
powers of evil. Not comprehending it would be the worst pos-
sible thing that could happen to all, these reckless and mad-
dened forces seem willing to sink the human race info the medi-
eval night of the tenth century.

United action of nations in support of orderly government
against threatened anarchy is now a paramount necessity.

I appeal to the Senate to consent to this treaty as it is pre-
sented, and to do so promptly.

TREATY WITH GERMANY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SHEprarp in the chair)
laid before the Senate the amendments of the House of Revre-
sentatives to the conecurrent resolution (8. Con. Res. 5) to
print 50,000 copies of the treaty with Germany in the English
text alone, and without maps, ete, which were, in line 2, to
strike out “ fifty ” and insert “ sixty ” and, in line 4, to strike
out “ten ” and insert * twenty.”

Mr. SMOOT. I move that the Senate concur in the amend-
ments of the House,

The motion was agreed to.

PEACE TREATY AND LEAGUE OF NATIONS. .

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Sarrra] has requested me to give notice that fo-morrow, at
the conclusion of the remarks of the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Prrrasax], he would address the Senate upon the topic of
the present discussion.

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. LODGE. Mpyr. President, as it is now nearly 5 o'clock, I
move that the Senate adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o’clock and 55 minutes
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Friday, July 25,
1919, at 12 o'clock meridian.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
THURSDAY, July 2/, 1919.

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rey. Henry N. Couden, D, D, offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

We lift up our hearts in gratitude to Thee our Father in
Heaven, for that subtle and mysterious guality Thou hast woven
into the soul of man we call love, which in times of great crises
lifts man out of himself and makes him a hero.

When the Government and its sacred principles are threat-
ened by an insidious foe, it makes him a patriot.

It forms the home and makes it the dearest spot on earth.
Through it friendships are formed which never die—hence the
congressional family has been stirred to its depths by the passing
away of one of its Members.

It is the foundation of the immortality of the soul which
brings comfort and solace to those who are stirred by the pass-
ing of a loved one. So we look up to Thee with faith and confi-
dence in this hour of sorrow. Be with the friends of the de-
ceased. Comfort the stricken widow and children with the
blessed hope that sometime, somewhere, they shall feel the touch
of his hand, hear his voice, and rejoice in his presence.

Hear us, we pray Thee, and so comfort and goide us on our
way to the blessed reunion with our friends and loved ones;
and all glory and praise shall be Thine through Him who died
and lives, thus proving that life is stronger than death. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap-
proved.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS,

Mr. WELTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent t{o ex-

‘tend my remarks on the bill H. R. 6810, the prohibition-enforce-

ment law.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous
consent to extend his remarks in the Itecorp on the prohibition-
enforcement law. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. PARRISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recomrp by including an address of
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Ousley on the question of
meat prices.




		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-10-12T14:40:59-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




